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e " The Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL) was developed in 1963 by

Nationai Council on the Testing of . English as a Foreign Language, which
was formed through the cooperative effort of over thirty organizations, public
. fand private, that were concerned with testing the English proficiency of non-
S .‘! native speakers of the language applying for admission to institutions In the

. Board assumed joint responsibility for the program and msl@73 a cqope'ratlve
arrangement for the operation of the program was entqred into by ETS, the
|| College Board, and thé Graduate Record Examinations Board. The member-
- ship of the Coljege Board is composed of schbols, colleges, school systems,
and educational associations; Graduate Record Examinations Board mem-
bers are associated with graduate education. .

ETS adminiaters the TOEFL program under the oenerél 'direction of a Policy

oo and the Graduate Record Examinations Board and such institutions and

,‘ agencies as graduate schools of business, junior and community colleges,
) nonprofit edycational exchange agericies, and agencies of the United States

government. a N

» ]/ United States. In 1965, Educational Testing Servicé (ETS) and the College '

. | Council that was estaﬁlshqd‘bv. and is affiliated with, the sponsoring.
. organizations."Members of the Policy Council represent the College Board

N
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INTRODUCTION B

i

.

Whether some test items offer an unfair advantage or disadvantage
for partif:ulaz; groups of ;minees is a difficult ‘question. It’poses
difficulties in detecting those items on which examinees' performance
varies by group rather than by overall ability, '1 determininé the extent

' .

of the discrepancy in item performance among groups, and in lnterpretmg

»

the reasons for discrepant item performance by groups. The presént study ‘

.addresseés these problems within the context of 'the performance of foreign
language groups on the.Test of English as a Foreign Lan?guag; (TOEFL),"a
N

. test of ~prof1c1ency in the Engl1sh i.'anguage which is taken annually by

approximately 250,000 foreign-applicants to colleges and ur\xlwersl.ues in
the' United States. Because discrepant item performance on a test of °
English proficiency may be gelated Ec‘; linguistic similariti|es and Qis‘-"l)

similaritie’ with foreign examinees' native languages, This centéxt would

.. -

seem to offer an unusual opportuaity to tie diserepant item p‘é’rfon{lanée

L3

to s'pecific features of the, group's nati've'langoa'ge b

) There have been several recent studies comparing stat18t1caL pro-
cedures - for detectmg item b1aa (Ironson &/;ubkov1\k 1979 Rudnet
etson & nght 1980a, 1980b; ,Shepard Cam1111 & A\ﬁerlll 1980) 'Such ‘
procedures include analysis of variance of item d}ff‘multy valueﬂs.by ‘
groups (e.g., Cleary & Hilton, 1968), p:l\ots o_ihite‘ni diffi_qul‘t‘}v‘-\ml‘ues by

groups (e.g., Angoff i Ford, 1.973; Angc;ff. & Sharon, 1974)‘~,co@parisons of
' item characteristic 'éurves'by grbups (e. g :, Lord 1980 an.d chi-square -
' L]

analysis of item response frequencies by groups (e g5 Scheuneman, 1979).

= L]
.

, ~' . . :,_‘ .’. N ,

&

!.

~.

Y
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- Each of these techniques has certain strengths &nd weaknesses in terms

. of its sensitivity to discrepant item performance, its susceptibility to

»

~

N

1

variation due to irrelevant factors, and its ease of ‘implementation as

* v -

a f#ytine part of éhe test develoglgnt process. No sjngle iFatésEical
proceduye, however, seems to be fully satisfactory though each may be
adequate‘for a éiven situation. Thé chi-square analysis, the statistical
procedure.choben for this study, lends itself feadily to a context in-
volving several different groups and adapts easily to yield a measure

of the extent of discrepant item performance amohg groups.
Despite the widespread interest in statistical procedures for
t
detecting instances of possible item bias, there has been little atten-

- . -

tion devoted to developing meaningful indices of the extent to which

4

groups of comparablé ability differ with respect to their performance on

specific test items. It has perhaps been implicit that the magnitude of

statistical tests of significancg or,thg probability level -of such

significance tests convey sufficient information about an item. And
e

: /4
s

certaiﬁ‘statistic{} procedures suggest their own indices: differencé@ )
in the difficulty paraﬁe;gr-(g) of groups' item characteristic curves
(Lo}d,'1977, 1980) and Pérpendécular'distances to the line of best fit in
plots of item diff££u1ty values (Angoff & Sharon, 1974; Slhnott, 1980),

for example. Yet differential item performance expressed as a difference

in b parame or as a distance in delta units may :fail to convey the ,
® 1]

eytent of up's relative advantage or disadvantage on a scale familiar
P g 8 -

’

to concerned audiences (e.g., test aeveIOpers; policy makers, group

members) .

Py
Taking simple differences in the percentage of correct item

- .

14
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responses between groups is a misleading altggni}i;e since it assumes
' .. . [} . ‘r -
equal gbility among groups regardless' of each™roup's prior experience,

v

s

instruction, or other possible dimemsions of natural and cultural dif-

* L 4
ferences among groups which might affect ability. Stricker (1981) notes
ligitations gs current statistical procedures and proposes the use of a
. SN P v \
partial correlation coefficient for reflecting the strength of association
A ’ '

_between item performance and group membership with total test score held

consta&i. Buz the ﬁagnitudg of this index would fluctuate according to,
the pro?ortiong of examinees passing and failing an itgP and would'be
insensitive go changes in an item's discrimination power at different !
levels of abi&ity (Stricker, 1981). The present study involves sevgral'

foreign ianguage gfoups and simply extends chi-square analysis to provide.

a measure of discrepant item perforﬁance by lomparing the dbserved fre-

%

- ..
quency of correct item responses with the éxpected frequency of'gorrect,

. 12

item responses by’ group. The percentage deviation of the observed from the

expected frequency of correct item responses describes a group's relative

.advantage or disadvantage on a scale that seems inherently meaningful.

Even with an appropriate statistical procedure for(detecting

. . .. : ‘
discrepant item performance and some measure Eg; determining the extent
. -

of a group's relative advantage or disadvantage, it is still ofa\pf«

“difficult to identify the reasons for the group differences found.

Schéuneman (in press) reminds us that early studies of item bias probably

began with the assumption that the reasons for differential item performance

would be self-evident once items had been earmarked by statistical

rd

procedures. {Lt such revelations following closer scrutiny of item

.
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content have bee;;lhe exception rathér than the rule. Angoff (in press)

«

suggests that statistical procedures simply identify items on which

there is differential performance by groups, not necessarily items on.

\ .
» T

. . ) ! . ; .
~ . which therezfx1st clear contextual cues or any other evident explangtion

for observed discrepapcies in group performance. Whether statistical or

. ~ - T . . ) !
- _ contéxtual evidence is alone sufficient to demonstrate- item bias ,seems a
N

moot point. On a test of English proficiency there should certainly be
/ disc;epant item performance across foreign langyage groups that have

" différent degiées of affinity to the English language. This study
: >

examined procedures for uncovering instances of discrepant item performance

_———
~

using both statisticai and judgmental approaches.

-~

bl

=

Thé study thus had three primary objectives: (a) to detect instances

\

of differential itemiperfarmance across foreign language groups on the
TOEFL through the use of an appropriaté“étatistical procedure; (b) to
sexpress each group's relative ‘advantage or dMladvantage on TOEFL items on N

a meaningful scale; and (c) to examine the linguistic features of discrepant

items for posslble genera11t1es appllcable in subsequent test development. \
AN l * .
’ This follows and .extends Ebe ear11er research of Angoff and Sharon (1974)

-~ LIPS

which dealt with differential item performance on ‘the TOEFL through

analysis of variance 4nd ﬁlots'of item difficulty values. ‘ '
. N : ' \
S Z B METHOD , : L ,

. . .
SamplesPpf test candidates representing six different foreign language

groups were drawn from two international admitistrations of the TOEFL. A

-

chi-square analysis by language group, correct-incorrect item resporBe,
and score level was performed for each’ of the three distinct TOEFL sections
for each test administration. Specialists in English as a foreigm- __

. . . -

N

Q ; . o ' 4 1()

t
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]

language reviewed the tesults from the first test administration regarding

discrepant item pé}formance ghd language éroupsf percentage deviations

. ‘

from expected frequencies of correct item responses, and then attempted to

identify pfbbable instances of discrepant item performance on a second
. [ ]

test form from a judgmental rather than statistical perspettive based on

-

v

their reviews and expertise. - . ,

Samples} ) R

.

The language groups inckpded test candidﬁtes whose native languagés

were: African; Arabic; Chinese; Germanic; Japanese; and Spanish. The

i

latter five native language's were also in the study of item-group inter-
7* : . S

" actions by Angoff and Sharon (1974) and all six ®anguages were in the

recent study of the test's factor structure by Swinton and Powers (1980).

_ .

. . *
These particular language groups had been.chosen both for their diversity

< .

and for their volume of test candidates. Arabic, Chinese, and Japanese
1 . . ) .

represent language groups with high numbers of TOEFL candidates. Germanic
r Y . - ‘ )
and Spanish represent language groups with strong linguistic similarities

.

to the English language. The Afirican language group offers further

oppertunity for linguistic contrasts across grdups. <

<

. Samples of approximately 1,000 test candidates from each language

) )

- - [
group were drawn from data‘files for two international TOEFL administrations
- : 2

given in November 1976 (Form YTF4) and November 1972‘(Fofm BTF1l). The

. . %
analysis of two test forms provided a check on the stability of findings

’

for discrepant item performance by forms. Similarly, for both_administra-

. . . . LU . .
tions, a second sample of Chinese candidates was drawn in order to permit

the checking of results for fluctuations which might arise, from sampling.
v . . :
alone. The African samples actually included four ‘anguages in the
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y ' , L. .
" Guinea-Senagalese region (i.e., Ibg, Yoruba, Efik, and Fanti) and the
' . ’ * ! . ' -

Germanic samples includeg a number of refated native ianguages (i.q.,

L3¢ : , .Y ) .

German, Dutch, Swedish, ard Danish) so that minjmum sapple size would be
. close to 500 with all test candidates from these groups.
. . , . v , - . ‘ ‘

Data Analysis - . e,

.
N . e

. The chi-square analysis performed, in this study was a modification <

[y

fo ( . .-
gf the procedure described by Scheuneman (1979).’ Scheuneman's statistigc

. €

{ . »
is a di;ectAfhncEioqrof the proportion of 'correct item responses, -~

L -

(Scheuneman, 1979, 1981) and Moes tot have a null distribution that
. N ¢

-~

—
follows a Eh‘square statistic for large samples (e.g., Baker, 1981;
Shepard et al., 1980). The frequency of both correct and igcorrect item

@ .

respanses . should enter into’calculation of the appropriate chi-square

statistic. J

¢ 4 ®

- Detecting discrepant itgm performanée necessarily involves an
‘aﬁalysis of item responses bf.groups. Groups ﬁay diéfer in the relevant
ability and exaﬁineea at different levels of ability should exhibit
different ftequencie; of correct item responses. Clearly Ehen statistical

. o4 procedures for detecting discrepant igeﬁ:performance must take ability

level into consideration. In our chi-square analysis this is accomplished

. by contrasting the observed and expected frequencies of item responses
s

across groups within score strata. The distribution of scores is”proken‘

I

down into a.reasonable.number of strata, where a larger aumber of strata
\J .

offer greater control for overall group differences in ability under the .

assumption that the scores indeed represent a valid measure of the same
_— ) . . ‘ &% - ‘ ) -
construct across groups. - .

14 3
- . 1 .

s Y
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. The total chi-square value calculated for each item in this study

xa - ijk

P k. . .
-, : - "4+ 1+ ) S
] . X T

-

SR R where @ refers to a specific [item within each test section of o
- . v, - C
- the three aeparate TOEFL Sections on Listening Compre-
L4

hension (a = 1,2,,.,, 50), Structure and Wriv./ten

Expression (@ = 1,2,,.., 40), and Reading Comprehension

; & . .

\ and Vocabulary (o = 1,2,...,60); ’ A

i refers to a given score stxatum for a test sectib‘h’) wi’t"’

; ' i ! @ Q
approximately egual percentages of test cand1dates w1thm
¢

L e P

each stratum (i = 1,2,...,10');
e . j refers to a particular group, here six different foreign

language groups as well as a duplicate sample for one:

. 4

group (j = 1,2,...,7); . Y

- k refers to a particular item,response, here corvect or
- " incorrect'(k‘= 0 incorrect; 1 .correct); ‘
P

‘ Mijk is the fréquéncy of test candidates within the if’h score

stratum from éhe‘j"-h languagg group with response'k;
) K : N ’ c - .
g nij"’ is the;‘rotal frequency of test candidates within the

ith gcore stratum from the jtt,' language group, regard-

 lges of item response; ' ’
‘ / v " ‘ L . ’ . .th
. ’ 14k 18 thé total frequency of test candidates within the 1
' ’ .y
. score sﬂtrats with item.response. li', regardless of language
.. . -~
groups; and - -

. .
. ’
) .- '
“ . . . N
«€ -7... . . .
.
.

< took the fpfmn:‘ RN 11+ i+k> N ¢
. L ,

“tg



’

th

N.4+ is the total freq of test candidatés within the i

score stratum, rega ss of language group or item
‘response. ’ b=
A4 .

- » «= ., e > A .
It should bg q}ear that‘nijk is simply an observed cell frequency in a
. , . S . L . ™ o
three-vay classification table of item responses, language groups, and score
atrhta.; Similarly, Bij+s Di+ks and'ni++ represent marginal totals of .these
" cell frequencies in the sgmé three-way classificatiow table. The degrees of

~ freedom for each x: would be equal to S(L-1)(C-1), where § represemts the

-

" total number of;score strata, L the total number of groups, and C the total

s &

number of possiblé item responses. This approach also‘permits checking for

L4

discrepant item performance at a particular score stratum by omitting the

summation over strata and examining each of the Si values for xi (i) as a
chisquare statistic with (L-1)(C-1) degrees of ‘freedom.

While nijk denotes the observed frequency of item per formance by

’ o

language érouﬁ and score stratum, the subtrahend of the numer;tor and the

denominator in the equation for xi denote the expected frequency of item

performance for the same language group and score stratum:

. R U T ¢
g N ’
* * . = b /
v M T "k

PR

RF T X

The first term, nij+' is the total mmber of test candidates from a

particular lahguage group, Eg, within a given score stratum, S;; the -
n > . .

itk . . y
second term, oo 18 independent of language groups and represents the
4 . 4

proportion. of test candidates in the total sample from that same score

stratum with item response k. The product of these two terms must then be
. .

)

e
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the expected frequency of item performance for a single cell in ehe

.
<

three-way cla ification téble. ‘ .
. . )
¢
ﬁenoting correct item respomses by the spbstitution of the subscript 1
k4

E . for k, the observed’ and expected freduehcies bf correct item responses for
| . . \

| . . . B .

‘ Eh"lth score stratum, Si’ and Jth language group, Lj, can be written
as nijl and nij1e The value for nij1 is an observed frequency aﬁdhfqr

~ r ~ L
491 follows from the equation for R;jk- Deviations from expected frequeniA

cies of correct item responses for a given Li become: N

A, = n.. - ny
- j1 31 T e
This is easily expressed as a percentage deviation from the expected

frequency of correct item responses for a particular language group, Lj’a

\\ » by collapsing across score strata and dividing by expected frequencies,

with multiplication by a constant for conversion into percengtages:, - -

b=-fl3-‘—><'100‘“€%1 ﬁ'h.‘

~ . i1 "+i1

-

For correct iitem responses, yjl reflects the relative advantage.or

disadvantage for a,particular ianguage group in comparison with the total

sample as a simple percentage. aThere'is such a percentage deviation

.
#o

from expected frequency of cb;}eqt item responses for each language on
. " A}

= each test item. ’ o -

These analyses for discrepant item performance, both’xz and bjl!

[

gregate across score strata snd thereby make an implicit assumption
1 ‘ . .

-

regarding the stability of relative advantages and disadvantages across

strata. Thjs assumpfibn is equivalent to the abgertion that there is no

A4
three-way interaction among item response, language group, and scqf%




R N -10~

+* . » 4
~ -

v

/- stratum (ize.z the relative advantage or disadvantage of a group on an

. [
R
~

item is the same in each score stratum). Likelihood-ratio chi-square

\ ¢ d

vaiueé.fér interactioﬁ-were‘compuied according to the log-linear models
G S *
described in Bishop, Fienberg and Holland (1975). -

‘ U ) . . ey s 4
Probabilities of correct item résponses within groups were also
£ -

converted to the delta scale according to-an inverse normal transformation
¥ . . :

(see Angoff & Sharon, 1974). ‘%he area of the normal curve, N(13,4), .
) | z
- above ﬂ?givéﬁ point on this scale corresponds to the probability of a

correct, response. This transformation facilitates the interpretation of
¢ 1 - 4 ’ ot
the correlations of item difficulty values between groups. The correlations
[ ] .
presént an‘the;:de8criﬁjion of the agreement in .item difficulties among

I
L

i -

¢

. A
different g‘l?é:xpa’. s

§gec"ia£ist Ré\"'e:ws ,

. 2?e results of the above analyses from the first test administration

L, e > . g . . .
weréksu5h1tted to specialists in English as a second or foreign language
.7 : )
forﬂfeview. These persons were univergity faculty members who served on

L ' - '
émﬁgittéis responsible for research and test development activities for

thehTQﬁFL. Their "task wés”to suggest -plausible explanations for the
G o« - . : 3
discrepant item performance on the ten items within each TOEFL section

o ‘ .
that had the highest chi-square vak:es. The information made available

L]
IS

for the review included the test form and answer key, means and standard

- '

[

. ‘ i \
by linguage gboups, chi-square values by items, the rank-order of itemis

-deviations of sgctign scores by language groups, item difficulty values

W { 5 - . .
within sections>according to their total chi-square values, and percentgge

7

deviations ftdmsexpeéted frequencies of correct item responses by language
. P . .

'

‘groups (see Appendix D).

%

Ny N
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-"After examining these materials and suggesting plausible explanations
for' discrepant item performance, reviewers turned :to |a second test form .

. {

3 .

" apd- answer key and, on the basis of their experie%ce ith the first form
) {

“‘and their expertise in the field, éttempted to select the ten items from

» [y

each qection'whichtwould in their judgment show the largest relative

advantages or d{sad;éntages across the same language ,}oups. The oply N

-

infQrmation made available for this second review was the test form and

i

4 ° . R . - . .,
answer key. Reviewers had ‘to use item content and their knowledge of
. . \ i i .
. . s .. . e s . oo s I < 4 *
linguistic,.similarities and dissimilarities, as well as findings from the
o .
first form, in order to identify potential instances of discrepant <item

.
.

A

performance..

RESULTSAND DISCUSSION | \

¢ R \

~

Language Groups

- -

. The samples of test candidates whose na;ive languages were Chinese,

‘mJapanese, and Spanish approached 1,000 examinees for each language 8roup

¢ » .

on both Leét hdmfﬁiqﬁrations. The African, Arabic, and Germanic group3

. t . ) . .
included all examinees with the appropriate native languages for the

+ first test gdministrationf For the second test administration it was

. possible to ‘sample approximately 1,000 examinéeéiﬁhose native [language fﬂ

was Arabic, but the African and Getmanié'groups aga}n included all

9xaninees.£§?m the designated native languages.x

These groups differed in other respects besides their native.languages.

Naturally there were differepces n native country both across and within
y g- ' ry ;

language groups. Nearly all test candidates in the japanesg group came

?gpm Japan .and in the African group from Nigeria.~ Tﬂ:”native'countries .

.

for examinees in the Germanic group (i.e., Germany, Netherlands, Sweden,
| - , .
« -

-! ’ . . > . l“ s

[



N
. . .
N . -
~ 3 ~ [ 2
= \ 12 L . . .
ro o ~ ~
N )
' , N

and benmark), closely followed Ehéir respective native langugges.“ The -

Al -
~ e L » "

Argbic group came primarily from jordaq,rLeBanon;“and Egypt. The domf@ant

4 “ e .' . .
native country for Chinese test candidates was Hong Kong in the first

\
S

test administration and Taiwan in the second test administration.l

-

. Candidates™ reasons for taking the TOEFL varied homewhat by administration
N N . s . . , - +
as well as by language group; candidates usual%y cited application to

\

-

either an undergréauate college or a graduate school as their reason for

"~ taking the test. Only the African language group showed a clear m&jdrify

(85%) applying to undergraduate colleges in both administrations. (lose
v - :

ot . . I ‘ . .
to n1nety’3ercent of the African afd Arabic test candidates were males;

Fi ¥

the other language groups had a less dramatic majority gf male test candi-
- - -

dates with the highest percentage of female test candidates in the Gerufinic

sample (44%). There were evn differences among the language groups in

e

= 7 their prior exposure to bhé TOEFL, with approximately one-fourth of the

. i . )

Arabic, Chinese, and Japanese samples repdrtin§ a previous TOEFL adminis-
tration. Appen&ix A presents descriptive profiles of the language groups
with tegard to thege characteristics.

Test Performance and Item Difficultiés

- [}

The test performance of the language groupé’is reported in Table 1 in

terms of the number of correct item responses b;ftest section. The order

of the language groups in this table follows their rank-oxder in‘total test

score. It.is apparent that the two language %foaps with .the closest - *

affinity Eo the English language, Gegmanic and ‘Spanish, attained the highest

test scores., The high mean scores of the Afrzfpn group on Structure

-
lTaiwanese test candidates had been qmitted from the first sample
due to the conditions of test administratioms during that time period -in

Taiwan. . y

e
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and Written Expression and on staihg Comprehepsion and Vocabulary,

however, is probably less a function of linguistic similarities ,with the

e

English language than of extensive instruction in and through English,
. ' . . ' . ‘ B -

usually for three years in primary school and five years:in secondary-
;\\\\ school. The low mean score of the Afrjican group on Listening Comprehension

perhaps attests to their familiarity and use of different accents and

speech patferné than those preQalent in English as spoken in the United

. [ 4

States. That the rank-order-of language groups varies by sectiom scores

lends support'tb the existence of separate dimensidns -in English proficiency
. . <o
_and to the exdmination of discrepant item performance by section. The

.

similarities of the means -and standard deviations for the dual Chinese

/
samples drawn for each test ddministration suggest little fluctuation due
" « ‘ ]

to sampling within test administrations. RThp standard deviations of the

~

12 . .
lahguage ‘groups' section scores-reflect sometimes marked differences in

the spread of the respective groups' score distributions (see Appendix C).
. 1

Correlations of thégiteh diffiiculty values between groups appear in

. Tab{g 2 .for the #irst test aglmi.nistration2 and Table 3 for, the second

- © B .

. - R . . . a.¥ k4 . .
test administration. The means of the item difficulty values reported in
] . . \

these tables restate the groups' relative standing on edch test section

with respect to their mean scores, as given in Table 1. The corrélations

.l

of item diffigulties for the two Chinese samples on eych test sectioﬁ,'
. ) e , .

r = .99¢ show the strength of associg;ion between independent samples

& . :

20ne item from the TOEFL Section on Structure and Written Expression

\had been omitted from the operational scoring for this test form because
of differences between American and British vocabularles. It was also

excluded from analyses in this study.

A

e
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Table 1

3 S :'He.ans' and Standard Deviations of Scores by TOEFL Sections Across .Language Groups

-

-

Section I

2

Section II Section III
Listening Structure and Reading Comprehension

) ‘ ‘Comprehension Written Expression: and Vocabulary
Language Group ‘N Mean sd s Mean sd . Mean sd
Administration I, .

* ‘ V ‘7\:~.. '
Germanic 596 43.61 55 30.85 5.2 47.95  T.1. == -
Spanish 991  34.54 9.7 4013 1.3 44.79  9.00
African -740.  29.51 8.5 28.77 6.1 61.26 9.1
Chinese 1 998  '31.50 8.8 26.79 6.4 37.25 9.9
Chinese 2 998 31.88 8.5. 24.64 6.4 37.32 9.9
‘Japanese 997 30.56 8.6 22.79 6.3 36.31 10.1
Arabic 686  32.36 9.6 " 22.98 6.9 35.00 10.5
. ' )
Administration II .
. U S

» Germanic 960 42.91 5.1 B0 46 45.80 7.2
Spanish’ T 992 ¢ 34.88 9.4 : %53 . 7.8 %0.72 9.4
African 449 27.48 7.7 - 29.98 5.7 39.97 * 8.0
Chinese 1 993 29.49 7.8 ° 26.31 ' 5.5 38.15 8.5

. Chinese 2 994 28.97 7.7 26.10-+ 5.6 38,17 8.2
Japanese 996 LA VI B 26.46 . 5.9 33.73 . 9.5
Arabic 87 30,38 9.1 23.97° 7.2 ‘. 30.99 © 9.6

“ -
] . N ‘ v
‘g‘ ‘g ‘ »
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Table~ J .
Means, Standard Deviationms, ané" Correlations of Item Difffculties '(i)eltas)
' Across Lamjuage Groups: ' ' )
.Aam’ﬁl.istration 1 /o
Language Number Mean ) . Item Difficulty Co‘rrelations .

60

Group of ]’,thDelta fd 3 ,Spanish * African (?hinese 1 Chinese 2 .[apafxese Arabic

Sect{lon I: Listening Comprehetls:fon\: '

Germanic 50  7.93 2.0 .87 .73 .81 .80 74 .85
. Spanish 50 10.56 1.8 . .75 .86 .87 .84 .90
perions 50 - 11.99 1.9 .82 .82 g3 T3
e 'Chipese 1 50  11.52 2.0 - .99 - .86 .88

Chinese 2 50 <1.43 2.0 © . s .86 .88

Japanese 50 11.707 2.1 . ‘ 1 .82
' Arabic 50  11.35 % 1.8 _

. ) | ' .

Section II: Structure and Written Expression
" Germanic . 39 9.15 2.7 .87 169 .81 .80 .79 .89°

Spanish 39 1147 2.1 . " .69 74 T4 80 ;.88

African 39 10.02 2.3 .63 .64 . .59 .79

Chinese 1 39 11.39 2.3 .99+ .84 .88

Chinese 2° 39  1l.44 2.3 .84 .88

Japanese 39 12,06 2,4 “. ) .59
.‘ ‘ffi‘?,%-i’«, 39 11,93 2.3 -

) . ,

Section III: \Reading Qompreher:sion and‘Vocabularyl ‘ l

Germanic = 60  8.93 2.8 .67 .54 " .80 19 77, .83

Spanish 60  9.90) 2.4 .55 44 43 .65 .60
| African 60 10.81 2.0 .57 .56 .52 .61

. Chinesel 60  11.63 2.} 99 .73 .83

Chinese 2 60 11.62 2.1 : .73 .82

Japanese 60 11.78 2.2 . - - .84,

Arabic 12.04 2.1 ) '




¢
.

Table 3 «i’

Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations of Item Difficulties_jDelias)

‘ ) Across Language Groups:
Administrd¥ion II

»
4

r .

Item Difficulty Correlations

, Language Number Mean ‘ ‘ '

Group of 1Items Delta sd Spanish Africar Chinese 1 Chinese 2 Jépanese Arabic 1
3 cr "
Section I: Listening Comprehensipn
Geirmanic 50 8.16 2.1 .88 71 .73 .70 .70 s’
Spanish 50 10.74 1.7 .68 # .85 © .83 .81 .9
African 50 12.46 1.8 W71 .68 .60 .69
Chinese 1 50 . 11.99 1.9 .99 .87 79 -
Chinese 2 50  12.10 1.9 ~ .81 .92
Japanese 50 11.80 2.0 ' ] T
Arabic 50 11820 1.7 .
Section II: Structure and Written Egﬁression
Germanic 40  8.20 2.2 .87 .76 .70 .68 .78 .78 - -
Spanish 40 10.83  1.9. . .76 @75 74 .81 "83
African 40 9.91 2.2 .69 .67 .75 .84
Chinese 1 43_ 11.10 2.7 : .99+ .92 .89
Chinese 2 40 ~ 11.17 2.6 , .92 .89
Japanese 40,  11.00# 2.7 .93
Arabic 40  11.85 2.2 )
v c
Section III: Reading Comprehensfton and Vocabulary s
Germanic 60" 9430  3.1'= = .76 .70 .83 .84 .81 .82
Spanish 60 10.72 2.7°¢ ' .75 .81 .81 .78 .84
African 60 10.82 3.0 ' .79 .79 .75 .78
Chinese 1 60 , 11.35 2.5 . .99+ .92" .91
Chinese 2 60 11.35 2.5 &, .92 .91
Japanese 60 12.24 2.4 * .89
Arabic 60 12.77 2.3, )
< ' 2 - q
‘ . <2 .
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from the same language group. These duplicate samples also have nearly

identical correlations with the item difficulties of other language

»

groups. But there 'is certainly variation:in the strength of "association

between item diffjculty values across groups as reflected by these -
M s
correlations with the Chinese samples, 'ranging from a Jlow correlation

5

between the Chinese and Spanish groups on Section III in Administration

I, = -43, to a'high correlation between the Chinese and Japanese groups

- L3
v

on Section III in Administration II, r = .92. .

The lower correlations in Tables 2 and 3-indicate'a greater relative

,uccess on some items and({;ilure on other items £br -one language group ‘
contrasted with another. Groups with disparate mean scoresfcan have .

similar patterns of item difficulty values, for example, #he Germanic-

Arabic correlatiam- on Section II in Administratios I, r = .89. And grouﬂ%

- )

with comparable mean scores can have dissimilar patterns of item difficulty »

~ g
d

values, for example, the Japaﬁese-Arabic correlation on Section II in

~——

Administration I, r = .59. The lower correlations reflect the degree of

dissim}larity in patterns of item difficulties between two groups; high
. | -

correlations, on the other hand, may reflect consggtent differences in item
difficulty values across items. Appendix B illustrates relative advantages

and disadvantages in item performance‘tﬁrough the delta plots corresponding
» 4

to the correlations for Section II] in Administration I, the section with

.

the lowest dorrelations and the greatest range in correlation values.

While the average correlations of item difficulty values for the

~

TOEFL Sections on Listepiﬁg Comprehension and on Structure and Written -

- Expression remain fairly stable -from the first test administration to

~ e
the second test administration, there is a sizeable change in the average

- S
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. . _ ) ) . )
” correlation for the TOEFL Section on Reading Comprehension and_Vocabulary

R

(ile.;.; = 68 for-Administration I and.; = .83 for Administration II).

Almost every entry in_the correlation matrix for Section III in Administra-

- ~
~.

! tion II is higher than the corresponding entry in Administration I (see
. Tables 2 and 3). e likelihood that this merely reflects changes in the
. T

composition of the| samples drawn for the respective)languaée groups from

one test adﬁinistrLtion to another seems low givén the greater stability -

of the average correlations for the other two TOEFL Sections'(i.e.,:; =..83
. and .78 on éection s and:; = .78 and .él on Section II). It seems more

p;obabié\that thé chéngé in the average correlation for the TOEFL Section on

N
Reading Comprehggéton\fnd Vocabulary is attributable to variation in test

fq{ms;f—This fipding is espegially important because Swinton and Powers -
Sl Wi h
- ° . . * ' 5
) > . . (1980) based their exploratory factor analysis of the TOEFL on the same data
.
set from Administration I, the form with lower entries in its correlation

. - -

ry . o . N '
* matrix of item difficulty values across 'language groups for the TOEFL

»

iy,

-

‘Section on Reading Comprehension and Vocabulary, and found evidence suggesting

aaseparate factor for vocabulary. The variation in test forms on.the

-

pértinené TOEF& Section observed here suggests that further research on the

’

test's factor structure should be'undertaken in order to verify the existence
~ - .
of a separate vocabulary dimension of English proficiency and that particulare

attentioi. should be-given -to the teet specifications for this section in

- developing equivalent forms. .

Differential Item Performance Across Langd;ge Groups .

Detecting instances in which the item performance of examinees of

comparable abilit§ differed by language groups entailed contrasting the

item performance of several language groups. &t the same score level.
v - L d

-
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Accordingly, the score distribution ogfthe comp\ete sample of language

groups was divided into ten score intervals for éach section of the test,

-

with approximately equal numbers of examinees at each score‘lévél. It was

kY

also required that each language group have at least ten examinees at any

. -

particular score stratum as a check for an arbitrary minimum frequency

in the marginal distribution of language groups by score strata, ni5+2_1b_ -
- . N
These score distributions by language groups appear in Appendix C for each

- B

test section and both test administrations.
The Germanic language group so far exceeded the other lanéuage groups

in their test performance on each TOEFL Section (see Table 1 and Appendix °

-

¢
C) that it was not possible to *ificlude seven language groups and ten score

4
N .

strata in calculating, chi-square values and still maintain minimum frequencies

in the marginal distributions of language groups by score strata. Fewer

than one-tenth of the‘Germanic examinees were-in the lower half of§ score
distribution for the TOEFL Section on Listening Comprehéension and ;ewerl .
than ten Germanic examinees ‘were always in the lowest tenth of :he score
distributions for the other two TQEFL Sections. Consequently, the Germanic
language group was omitted from:ﬁge chi-square analysis for the TOEFL
Section on Listening Comprehension and the ninth and tenth score strata were
collapsed, together in the chi-square amalyses for the TOEFL Sections on ﬂ
étructufe and Written Expression and on Reading CompreheAsion and Vocabulary.
fhe number of items on which the chi-square analyéis resulted inha |
statistically significant value is given in Table 4. Clearly the propor-
tion of items shown to elicit differential perfprm;nce across various
language groups, nearly seven-eighths of the total nufber of items, is

greater than the.proportions identified through statistical indices in other

+
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Identif

ication of Discrepant Item Performance by Chi-Square Index

*

Table 4

L 1Y

Administration I

Administration IF

Test Section Significant Not Significant Significant Not Significant
= ” - 4r .

I. -Listening Comprehension 382 12 408" 10 *
II. Structure and Written Expréss:(,on 37b ‘2 36P 4 -
III. Reading. Comprehension .and Vocpbulary, 57b "3 53b 7

" - "
» \ §
K~ . b hd N R
& x2 (50) > 86.66, p < .00L i
’ e
b x> (54) > 91.84, p < .001 ( = . .
-
] -

/ . ". L3

S . : . -
26 N . b §
¢
~
% -
e L ]
’ ' LN .

-0z-
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.which had the 1?353;/intercorre1ations of item difficulty .values between

LY . ’ .

a .

¢ - <

* « s s

o f-er / . . | '.

3

studies. ~ This is probably attributable to the natural differences among the

language groups in the e%tent of the similarities .and diSBimilarities of
their languages. with the English language. That such contrasts played a

fole in the results was particularly evident with respect to vocabulary:

’ %

‘the highes{ chi~square values were.obtained for items from the TOEFL Section

L .
on Reading Comprehension and Vocabulary, and these were items requiring

examinees to choose a synonym for a given word iq a sentence. I¢ is perhaps

also attributable, in part, to the numbér.of groups, number of séore strata

&

~

and size of .samples employed in the chi~square analysis for this study.

Percentage deviations from expected ‘frequencies of correct item
: . -
responses begin to explain statisticai™significance in this context.

-
*

Table 5 presents chi-square values for the items from the TOEFL Section-

on Reading.Comprehension and Vocabulary in.Administration 1, the qechbn .

language groups, along with each group's relative advantagh or disad-
. ‘ -
vantage on these items, expressed as a percentage deviation from the ‘expected

frequency of correct item responses for that particular group and item.

(Appegdfx D gives the total chi-square values, percentage deviation??

- *

and

w» . * * !
item difficulty values for fall items.) ‘The extent of these deviations

- - a

~

from expeéted performagce tends to follow the magnitu@e of the chi-square

~

values for the items. A significant chi-square valte, hbwever,‘may result _

from very modest variations in item performance across groups. ILtem 5%'
‘ e ' e

™, ‘
had a significant chi-square VQluebﬁﬁs(Sb) = 92,39 and p £ .00l, but showed

just a seven percent increase in correct responses among Chinese examinees

L Y

and a six percent décrease among~Spanish examinees, Item 14;'Qn the othen,

) ' -
hand, had a much higher chi-square value,xf = 1408.41 and p < 001, and'a’
L .

[ . . . -

L3




Table 5 .-

Percentage Déviations‘ from Expected Frequencies of Correct Item Responses ¢ !
, :‘ . . Section III: ‘Reading Comprehemsion and Vocabulary - ) L -
' ’ - Administration I : ‘ ) '"
. '.: LT Percentage Deviations from Expected Frequencies of Correct Mem Responses ’ ! o ; )
Item Total Interaction ° p )
Number. "‘Chi—square Chi—éguare Getlanik‘ Spanish , African . Chinege 1 Chinese 2 Japanese Arabic a
‘14 - 1408 Wy % 12 36 40 -33 -32 " 26 2
22 © T 1379 101 . -7 27 18 -38 -35 48 =27 |
23 ¢ 755 106 -26 27 6 -5 - . -39, s : |
19™ 139 - ) 1 22 32 -32 -35 Y -2 |
25 . 653 xﬁ - -7 . 41 -5 -14 . -19 . -5 12
21 * 648 SR 73 16 -43 26 o2 23 T a2 -24
26 e 119 -9 -7 35 22 25 -42 -2
26 . 569, 83 40 42 2 -5 - -7 -2 13 ,
220 L sse 91 -2 -35 3 4 8 ! -29 o
18 542 9% . -6 -18 25 2 -3 -3 48 ( |
712 " 540 104 10 -24 11 17 200 ‘4 7 ,f’;
s9 ., 516 . 97 7 5. -38° .5 ' 6 " .8 0 i3
6 . 512 60 7 7 -20 -9 RS T 10 . 1 o '
1 .- . 499 57 0 . 7 T on 13 -13 ’ -15 15 12
0, - 48 79 6 -1 S 7" < 21 o 0 16
15 =0 4 aal 'o1ss -16 £ +60 . =36 -29 6 16 y
16 ¢ "433 46 -16 -1 . 46 6~ a3 , =22 -3 . T
33 - %27 115, t 19 -12 -22 : 19 26 -19 -14
s8 - - '.;' - 412, 64 10 -27 o -~ 14 21 -2 -7 S
28 . °, 315 - - 18 .16 27 2 -29 E -31 -5 -22
13- s 45 -8 16 Y R 1 ¢ s -14
2 ¥ - s . 3 a2 7 3. 3 LA 0 ~
s, 352 #° o 2 . -5 -27 .20 20 -13 1 R
50 . 344 105 7 - -25 12, 1 ., -6 1
LN ¢ W~ 338 116 . -1 -4 ' -8 ' -9 RTITI 21 13 30
8.y, - 3 81 -7 T 1 o o N s % .
’:(3) O ;z: ;:i 5 -1 -21 15 13 -18 6
. 3 -11; - -14 ‘ 9 11 7 -4
36 L. 213 68 9 -9 -17, 11 10 0 -4
49 27 95 1 - -7 -2 , 11 -9 -13 2 . -
3 . 171 T 10 55 . -5 -5 -13 "3 .
EMC X “2f1» . "?s 1 -9 2 6 6 2 -3 ’
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Percentage Deviations from Expected Frequencies

"
of Correct Item Responses

Item Totkil Interaction v
Humber Chi-square Chi-square Germanic Spgnish African . Phinese 1 Chinese 2 Japanese Al:‘\bic
3 — >
55 258 81 0 -4 -12 9 9
. 39 258 42 4 -3 -16 -3 0
) \253 95 .9 6 -11 -9 s
s4 250 89 0 -3 AT —
.3 220 9% -3 -12 5 "8
52 214 102 -3 -12 -5 17 14
R 212 ° 100 -3 17 =21 - -6
3s 195 36 1 -1 -9 2 2
57 184 55 14 4 -24 - -9
9 183 45 8 -12 3 < 4 3
48 180 63 -5 10 -19 -5 /
5 174 42 6 12 -1 -10 -
42 172 - 56 5 - 7 -8 -3 -5
37 152 55 3 -2 -3 <4 6 _
56 141 59 4 -3 -13 /, 6
o 34 137 72 -1 -7 1 0
o 137 63 Y -12 0 9 13
11 135 69 -5 -8 -8 -2 b
- 29 130 75 6 9 19 e -8 12
. 38 122 57 . -8 -5 3 w5 4
41 117 64 4 , -4 -6 -2 -2
31 106 61 _ 4 - -1 3
T 43 102 40 -4 s C 2 5
40 <93 64 5 3 -2 ! 2
45 9 69 -2 -6 . 0 7 5
N 32 88 50 1 2 0 -
73 a1 46 . v =5 -2 Co 5 3 ,
47 80 44 sl -2 7 2 a5
E 3
t Q '
[ B . . -
CERG, 3l )

N ‘;hﬁ&




] ® . . _24_

.

mech greater range in percentage deviations among .groups. Statistical .

significance by itself can vary widely in itg implications for the relative

-adiantaggs and disadvantages held by different groups on a test item. ,

’
. 3

Both the chi-square procedure ahg the calculation of percentage

deviations assume that differential item performance by groups holds -
' i .//’ . < . .

across ability levels. Othggwise the aggregation across score strata

. (3

might obscure differences from level to level in item digcrimination and |

2

, distort relative advantages and disadvantages among groups. The second

column of chi-square values given in Table 5 revea¥ e significance of the
‘three-way interaétion among item respbns?s, language groups, and score

strata for each iéem. For half of the it;ms this interactigg—yas not | . .
% ' statistidall;f;ignificent, x;(as)(i 73.67 and p > .O:, andﬁthe‘likelihood-

ratio chi-square values for the interaction even when statistically signifi-,
[

cant were much smaller than the overall cﬁi-square values. The relative
. \ " .
. _ advantages and disadvantages for different lan?page groups reported as per- -

A .

centage deviations from expected frequencies of correct item responses in,

o

Table 5 seem to be fairly‘stable across strata'in the score distribution. |
. The'd&st:ibutions of percentage deviations by language groups appear ) ‘

n

. L.
in Table 6 for the TOEFL Sections 'in Adpinistrapiqn I and in Table 7 for

the TOEFL Sections in Administration II. These distributions illustrate
. -k

the consistency of item performance by language groups, given the item

. é '
per formance of the total sample as a standard for comparison, and the

frequency of relative advantages and disadvantages by language groups. ’ .
. : 1

Each distribution mecessarily centers near zero because scores on the test

sections served as an internal criterion for expected frequencies of correct
. »

¢ item responses and, in effect, precludéd skewed distributions of percentaée

o s
' .
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. Table 6 : ' -
Distribution of Percentage Deviations from Expected Frequenciesy

) * . of Correct Item Responses by Langupge Groups!
: Administration I
aq “ . . M i}
Test ' Percentage . ”  Language Groups - .
Section Deviation Germanic - Spanish African * Chinese 1 ‘Chinese 2 ‘Japanese  Arabic
Section I: > 450 \ . \ )
. Ligtening +40 to +50 .. 1 )
Comprehension .+30 to +40 : "3
420 to 430 2, - - 4
. ) . 410 ‘to +20 3 6 4 ‘ 3 3 8
“ 0 to +10 . 21 14 24 27 16 15
4-10to O 22 13 ‘16 15 18 18 .
20 to -10 4 6 .. 5 3 -5 9
-30 to -20 ) 3 ;1 2 3
-40 to -30 1’ .
-50 to =40 . 1 1
Section II: > 450 - -/ / 1 ;
Structure _ +40 to +50 1 1 1
and Written " 430 to +40 1 1 1
Expression +20/to +30 1 2 5 21 4
+10 to'+20 4 4 5 P 4 5 4
0 to +10 21 13 9 512 13 12 16
-10to 0 : 7 8 11 ;12 13 10 12
-20 to -10 1 7 2 4 2 4 4
. . =30 to =20 2 1 6 3 S 1 2
\ - =40 to -30 3 1 1 1
=50 to =40 1 . -
® < =50 1 E 2
; , :
Section III: > +50 3 Cot
" Reading +40 to +50 2 2 2 1
Comprehension +30/ to +40 1 4 :
and Vocabulary +2¢ to +30 4 3 .. 3 6 1
. . +10 to +20 6 8 3 9 6 8 8
0°tq +10 28 9 .12 21 20 12 17
-10to 0 19 24 16 18 17 22 22
=20 to =10 3 8 9 k 3 5 10 .- 6
a1 -30 to -20 2 2 "7 B 2 3 .2
V] =40 to =30 1 1 4 v 4 1
. -50 to -40 2 1 Ve ‘ ) . 1

o
(@]
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Table 7
Distribution of Percentage Deviations from Expected Frequencies
~of Correct Item Responses by Language Groups:
Administration II

a

-

Test
Section

Percentage
Deviation

»

Germanic

Spanish

African

Language Groups
Chinese 1

Chinese 2

)
Japanese - Arabic

Section I:
Listening
Comprehension

. Section II:
Structure
and Written -
Expressipn

Section III:
. Reading

Comprehension_

and Vocabulary

onr
e

> +50
+40
+30
+20
+10
0
~10
=20
=30
=40
=50

> 430
+40
+30
+20
+10

to
to
to
to
to
to
to
to
to
to

to

+50

+40
+30
+20
+10

0
-10
=20
=30
=40

+50
+40
+30
+20
+10

0
-10
-20
=30
=40

+350
+40

.30
+20-

+10

-10
=20
=30
=40

[ - -BCNER 3 X L)
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27
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deviations indicating an overall advantage or disadvantage on the test for
a particular group. The modal deviation for each distribution is within g

ten percent of the expected frequency of correct item responses, and the

.

maiority of deviations occur within this same range except for the African L
language group on TOEFL Sections II and III. Large deviations from expected

item per formance (i.e., over thirty percent greater or fewer corrgect item
v .

4

responses than expected) are infrequent but occur more often in the TOEFL
Section on Reading Comprehension and Vocabulary, perhaps suggesting that

knowledge of specific words in the context of single.sentences and reading

passages is more susceptible to linguistic contrasts than either aural .

fl -

.8kills or syntactical rules. .The extent and spread of percentage deviations

within the African group further suggesté the heterogeneous nature of this
group, which included four different native languages (i.e., Ibo, Yoruba,

Efik, and . Fanti) more on the basia/é} their geographical proximity than

their linguistic comparability, ‘ \\\\\

S e

Linguistic Explanations for Discrepant Item Performance

ﬁyfexpreésing éach group's relative advantage or disadvantage on an
item, ﬁércentage.deviétions can facilitate examining the possible rqasoné
for discrepant item performance among groups: - Item 14 f;om.the TOEFL

Section on Vocabulary and Reading Comprehension in Administration I
: L J

provides a ‘convenient example since it had the highest chi-square value

of any item. That item required examinees to choose the response which ~
[A N . ' . i / ’ ' !

best kept the meaning of a word in a sentence: B

L

-

14, The card had perforations in the upper left corner.

* (A) holes "(B) numbers (C) symbols (D) lines ' -

© 0
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.

Just the percentages of correct resPonses on this item revealed substantial

variation across language groups{ 37% and 38% correct for the two Chinese

-

samples; 40% correct for the Japanese a;mplé; 50% ‘correct for, the Arabic”

-

sample; 90% correct for both the African and Germanic samples; .and 997
" N ‘ s ’

4

correct for the Spanish sample. The percentage deviations from expected
frequencies of correct responses for the item (see Table 5) showed a some-
what differ%nt pattern of relative advantage and disadvantage among the
language groups. The Chinese and Japanes; examinees indeed had fewer
ce:zict responsds than expected, -33% and -26%, primarily because these
language groups tended to choose the distractor “symbols' which perhaps
seemed to fit the content of the item stem. Despite attajning the séame

proportion of correct responses, African examinees found this item easier

than other items in the section, a +40% dev{ation from their expected item

performance, while Germanic examinees found the item only somewhat easier,
T ~—=a #12% deviation. The perfbrmance 9nd advantage of Spanish examinees on

this.item undoubtedly stems from cognates for both "holes" and "perfora-

"tions" in their native language, "hoyo" and "perferacion." Similarly,

Germanic examinees probably benefited from the noun "hohle" and the verb

"perforieren".in their own language. The performance of Arabic examinees

on this item was consistent with theix performance on other items in the
same test section as reflected by the slight percentage deviation from the

expected frequency oF correct responses for this languagé group. Percentage

<

deviations from expected frequencies of correct item responses, unlike

simple proportions' or percentages of correct item responses; take scqre dfito ]

account and therefore seem to yield richer information for the interpgeta-

¥

tion of differential item performance across groups.
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Specialists in English as a foreign language reviewed the results of "

* . ¢ .
.the analyses for ldminist;agfghtl and attempted to iggntify probablé .

L]

instances of discrepant item'gfrformance given only the test form and

answer key for Administratiog I1. The complexity of the reviewers' task

-

became readily’ apparent. Seven reviewers examined the most extreme cases

. [

of differential item performance found in.the first test administration and

offered possible explanatiops for the~ob§erveﬁ“differencgs gmong language

L

groups. But these explanations necessarily depended on each reviewer's
familiarity w;th the geveral native languages and the lingufstic

’ s N o
similarities and dissimilarities with the sound, syntax, semantics, and®

-

‘vocabulary of the.English language llllmually a reviewer was familiar

- .

with

. two or three languages and offered cowments about an 'item based only on

. . . S AN
the {performance of those particular Iangua‘“-gt‘oups. -

.

item!performance on a second test form demonstrate/the a}fficglty of °
jdagmentalthproakhes to thii.problem. ‘Six’reviewerg made informed,
,guesses, or "shots in the dark" as one specialist ‘described them, about'
the ten ‘items from e;ch'tent section which might e#hibit the greate;t
differential performance across language gfoups and thus result in the

, highest chi-square.values. Asked to identify the ten most discrepant

itgmi of the fifty items in the TOEF], Section on Listening Comprehension,

. R . -p,"_‘ .
the reviewers yereiegrreet 12 times in 64 tries. Asked to identPfy the ten

-« *

most discrepant items of the forty items ‘in the TOEFL ézciion on Structure

and Written Expression, the ‘reviewers were correct 13 times in 53 tries.

Both of*these success ratios are simply at the chance levek, ,6Asked to
N {

- -

<identify the ten mbst discrepant items of the sixty items in the TOEFL
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. y . S
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- - =30-

[ -
LS

Sectibg on Keading Comprehension and Vocabulary,.the reviewers were cortect
19 times id_éo tries--a success ratio close #b double fhe chance level bat

iia o, . o .
still too unreliable for practical application. One vocabg}ary item, which

ranked third in the order of chi-square valu::ISpr items within this section,
<

was chosen by all g}x reviewers: the stem and the correct response on this

item were both Spanish cognates and thg Spanish language group did show a

A
sizeable relative advantage on the item. Five reviewers also chose another .

specific vocabulary item; the observed frequencies of correct responses on

Pl

that item were within ten percent of the expected frequencies for each

's
language group.

. . S
A seventh specialist had declined to participate in the second phasg/of

k)
’

the teviéwers' task, not1ng that a gr1or1 contrast1ve analys1s "had not proven o

!

[y

to be effective in its app11cat1on, at least to nonphonolog1ca1 areas, and . ////

"suggesting several references, ‘Contrastive a%alysis calls for systematic\pom-
» - . . . e o

. . £ . ‘s "
parisons of the native language and the seeond,language with prescriptions for .
teaching based on these comparisons. , Wardhaugh (1970)'noted that such contras-
tive analysis "makes demands of linguistic theory, and, therefore, of linguists,

»

- that they are in no position to meet" (p. 125). An a posteriorissanalysis of
observed difficulties: in second languag;.acquisition may become helpful in

tea?hing and testing, but a prieri contrastive analysis :elia?t.on linguistic
siaglaritieg and differences élqne may be just speculation (Séhachter & Celce-
Murcia, 1977; Wardhaugh, 1970). i . i N

Judgmental approdghes'to identifying items which migh: exﬁibit‘* 9

differential, performance among language groups depend too heavily on =

simultaneous a priori contrastive analyses of several different languages -

- » .
. -

with the Englisﬁ language. Detecting instances of differential item

-

11
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performance by language groups Would seem to require.the selection and ' |

application of both an appropriate statistical procedure and a meaningful

® measure of each group's relatiye ‘advantage or disadvantage .on an item.

SUMMARY AND GONCLUSIONS

A high proportion of TOEFL items, nearly seven-eighths of those,

involved in this study, were found to be sensitive to examinees' nativels

. L) ” Tl
languages. Examinees from sever®l language groups, despite comparable test,

scores, differed in their performance on specific items accbraing to -their

#e
)

native lénguage. Specialists in English ae a secorfd language attribdted
3 .
such differential item perfor'nce to linguistic similarities and dissimi- _

larities with the English language. Yet thése same reviewers were unable to

B

predict which items would exhiij;/marked discreggncies in.performance ..
. ., )
acros8 language groups from a test form and answer key alone.”
. . ' D ‘ , .
‘() It seems obvious that a native language influences acquisition and

B o

performance in a .second language. Less clear and perhaps unknown is the
degree to which_a test of proficiency #n a second language accurately
reflects linguistic affinity with an examinee's native language. Vocabulary

test .items, for example, may happen to include coénates of a particular

language as bo;h.stem and key and thus offer exam{peés from that language

group. a distinct advantage. Statistical procedures, now available can - .

€

iqpiate instances in ;ﬂich performance on a.given item is inconsistent
across groups after, overgll ability has‘Leen taken'ingo considerdtrion.
But ; significant result from a statisticgl‘procedu;e for detECting
discrepant item pé{fqrmanceléeems to constitute insuf}icient grounds for
rejecting an item in this context. There were cases heré in which ?evig*
.tiona of less than'ten ﬁ%rcent fiyom the gxpectedgfrequencies of correct.

AN o N
. »

+
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item responseé.adross.language groups led to a_statisvioally significant
L4 .

«

inxex of discrepant performance on an item. In.other cases the percentage
ot ~ Y

* 8
deviations from- expected frequencies of correct item resgfnses -seemed to

- -
»

reflect contra wig&‘the Epglish language.  Still other items, however,

'ﬁay lead to exqggerated or unexplained deviations ffom the expected item'

.

. . . .
pérformance across language groups, per formance incons1stent with examinees' .

.ab111ty and unaccountable by linguistic similarities and dissimilaritiés.
These latter items could.distort examinees' scores across language .groups
‘as well as across-test forms.

N . Id

1

. § The statistical procedﬁre for detecting discrepant, item performance
& :

fblloued 4n ﬁh1s stuay vas & ch1-square analysis. Unlike other procedures,

‘e

g, ° -

8. Here the concern was comparigons of item performance acrpss

. -

J
.pa:tetns of reSponse cho1ces, 1nc1ud1ng dlstractors, across groups or expand
.,'- VT . - ) @ . r

the ndmben of dimensions so as to 1nvest1gate differences in iten per-
> 1 ] % -

forﬁance by sex or lével of‘education.'-The:chi-square progedure can 31;5

¢

.pgovroe measures of ifem discrepancy for each groub,‘such‘as percentage

‘deVLata.ons from e,xpected frequenc1es of correct item responses ‘d lead
i P

naturally :o'estnngtes of other effects or- interactiohs through 1og-11near

. . '

models, Moreover, this ségﬁiaticil procedure is practical for routine
R ¢

. “*

rd .
use }n degelo}ing tests, in that its application is straightforward and

P v

efficient. But like othgr'statisgipal proceaures'reliaht on an internal

: A . . ~ ' t
ability critegion, chi-squlre analysis is effective in detecting instances
\ 5 . .

.

t

. h 'S KJ ° - -
. . e \J . e ‘ . ¢
of discrepang item performance only insofar as the-tést score itself represents

a fair measure of,the ceonstruct of interest, -
L) - * \ ’ o
) ) = . ] 1 b v
- ,/! ‘. .
. . “u, N ! o
» ’ N *
r' w143 ~
- .' . '
/ - “ ] » s R

1t lends 1tse1£ réad11y to the examination of mu1t1p1e groups and mu1t1p1e .

sevtrg&,aanguage gro/;s, other studles 1ght focus on individual items and .
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, J Descriptive Profile of Language S:roupn: , .
, Administration I . .
Lang;uge Groups '
Germanic Spanish African Chinese 1 Chinese 2 Japaunese Arsbic
N Percent N Percent K Percent N Pergent N Percen_t | Percent .-N «Percent
Sex, el B . .
Male ° Nl 62 - 733 74 641 87 624 63 643 64 705 n 613 . 89
Female ’ 225 38 . 258 26 99 13 374 37 355 36 292 - 29 73 1
Reason for TOEFL ¢
Undergraduste .application . 228 38 =317 © 32 620 84 617 62 628 63 321 32 279 41
Graduate application . 297 50 = 564 57 98 13 211 21 218 22 512 51 262 38
Other school application 11 2 12 1 8 1 112 11 88 9 17 2 5 -1
Professional licensure 21 3 40 4 1 0 1u 1 Y 15 2 34 3 53 .8
Business requirement 15w 2 25 3 1 0 . 20 2 24 2’ 66 7 74 1
Other 22 4 30 3 1 0 21 2 20 2 37 4 9 1
Previous TOEFL administrations .
0 582 98 852 86 696 9% . 731 73 729 73 577 58 534 78
1 14 2 117 12 41 6 205 21 208 21 278 28 87 13
2 . . 16 » 3 0 43 4 -43 4 85 9 36 5
3 5 0 14 1 14 1 L 32« 3 28 4
4 or more 1 0 5 - 1 4 0 25 2 1 0
"tivF mtr" l' ¢ . ’\ v . . 'Y
Germany ‘ ’ . 2lfﬁ 41 ‘ . .
Nethgrlands Touz L2 N
Sweden . 74 12 < .
Switzerland “ 30 S
Mexico . ' . 214 22 - . *
* Columbia .. 113 11 ' ’
Venezuala . 82 8 R
Peru 71 7 -~
Argentina « 69 7
Chile 59 6
Spain 49 5
Migeria 688 93
Ghana ‘ 47 6, ! .
Hong Kong g > 846 85 - 850 85
China e Y 9 52 5 57 6
Malaysia : 50 5 41 4 ,
Japan . : 976 98
Jordan . . 213 31
Egypt 126 18
Saudi Arad 116 17
Lebanon ) 81 12
Iraq 35 5
. a t
. Al

48

[0
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Descriptive Profile of Language Groups:
Administration II

"
Language Groups . . it h}
. Germanic Spanish African Chinese 1 . ‘Chinese 2 Japanese E Arabic
. . N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N  Percent
— -

Sex .

. ‘ -
Male 501 52 667 67 397 88 597 60 601 60 621 62 867 88
Female 459 48 325 33 52 12 396 40 395 40 375 kT 2 120 12

Resson for TOEFL - © -

Undergraduate application 543 5?7 7426 43 383 85 282 - 28 282 28 402 40 507 51
Graduate application 323 34 . 480 48 41 9 © 633 64 650 65 414 42 390 39
Other school, application 15 2 22 2 6 1 43 4 31 3 31 3 10 1
Professional licensure 5 1 17 2 & 1 8 b 5 1 18 2 3 3¢
Business requirement 24 2 26 3 1 0 6 1 9 1 74 7 13 1
Other . 4. 5 14 1 1 0 6 1 7 1 45 4 8 1

Preyious TOEFL administrations . . . -
] 912 -95, 764 ” 401 89 601 60 s70 57 420 42 728 74
1 . &4 5 162 16 41 9 244 25 276 28 291 29 165 17
2 .« o~ 3 0 Y 4 6 1 82 8 95 10 136 14 63 6
3 1 0 11 1 1 0 35 4 - 32 3, 67 7 18 2
4 or mors 0 0 11 1 0 0 31 7 3 23 2 82 s 13- .1,

. 1 4 «

Native Country
Cermany 516 54 -

- Metherlands 150 16 .

Sweden ‘ 100 , 10

, Deomark , 66 7 . ) . *® _
Mexico 164 16 . .
Venezuala 148 15 . N
Columbia 144 14

» Argeatina ' 82’ 8, e )

Peru N 74 7 .

Panams N 59 6 . *

Spain 50 5 '

Nigeris 2 397

Chana.’ 42 9

China . , 677 68 689 - 69 . >
Jm. Kong ' 283 29 276 28 .
span . ' 978 98

Labanon - 292 30
:ord:n Y ) . 206 21
sYP i ‘ 125 13
Saudi Arabfa . 82 8

- .

b
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Descriptive Profile of Language Groups:.

Years of Age . F

as .
Admiﬁistration I Administration II

’ Mean sd Mean sd

Cermanic 23.14 "4.3 22.09 3.7 -
Spanish . 23.89 5.4 , 23.01 5.9

African “ 23.65 5.2 23.40 4.7 .
Chinese 1 20.22 3.1 24.13 4.5 :
Chinese 2 20.39 3.3 - 24,20 47

Japanese T . 25.46 5.1 24.27 4.9

Arabic 24,02 5.8 22.96 5.6
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Illustrative Delta-Plots of Item Diffieglty Values

’

7 TOEFL Section III: Reading Cqmprehension and Vocabulary
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Score Distribution by Language Grc;upi

L4 , TOEFL Sectiom I: Listening Comprehension
: Administration I ] .

Score Total Sample Chinese 1 Chinese 2 Spanish Japanese Arabic African .Gctllnic -
Level M__ Percent N Percent * N Percent N__ Percent N.  Percent N__ Pércent N Percent ] !crmtx
46-50 633 10.5 151 52 5.2 162 16.3 28 2.8 52 7.6 13 1.8 275 46.1
4345 549 9.1 73 7.3 62 - 6.2 129> 13.0 49 4.9 65 9.5 37, 5.0 136 2.5
40-42 601 10.0 87 8.7 92 9.2 136 13.7 86 8.6 68 9.9 49 6.6 . 83 13.9
37-39 607 10.1 104 10.4 106 1:0.6 . 99 10.0 107 10.7 82 12.0 68 9.2 41 6.9
34-36 635  10.6 107 10.7 136  13.6 97 9.8 123 12.3 | 76 10.2 .80 10.8 22 3.7
31-33 596 9.9 . 113 11.3 117 11.7. 80 8.1 122 12.2 61 8.3 82 11.1 21 3.5
-3 606 10.0 123 12.3 117 1.7 62 6.3 115  11.5 70 10.2 11 1570 g8 1.3
25-27 © 535 8.9 105  10.5 117 11.7 59 6.0 11 11.1 56 8.2 79 10.7 8 1.3

. 21-24 589 ‘ 9.8 122 12.2 93 9.3 79 8.0 106  10.6 81 11.8 105 14.2 3, S
0-20 655 10.9 13 11.3 ' 106 10.3 8§ 8.9 150 15.0 © 81 11.8 116 15,7 1 ) .2
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Score Distribution 'by Language Groups'
TOEFL Sectiom II: tructure and Writtem Expression

3 Administration I e
, .

Score Total Sample Chinese 1 Chinese 2 “Spanish Japanese ‘ Arabic . African Germanic

*  Level ~ N Perceat N Percemt N Percent N Percent N__ Percent N Perceat N Percent N Percent
~ 35-39 568 9.5 62 6.2 s8 5.8 9% 9.6 28 . 2.8 25 3.6 147 19.9 153 25.7
32-34 676  11.3 9 9.5 107 10.7 116 11.7 53 5.3 50 7.3 19 161 136 2.8
30-31 576 9.6 8 8.4 87 8.7 - 93 9.4 7 7.4 59 8.6 — . 88 \‘1i.9 89 ' 14.9
28-29 586 9.8 113 11.3 89 8.9 85 8.6 81 81 - S8 8.5 91 12.3 ‘ ‘69 11.6
2627 622 10.4 103 19,3 116 11.6 70 7.1 17 1.7 e 101 93 12.6 56 9.1
2-25 582, 9.7 122 12.2 100 10.0 92 9.3 104 10.4 66 9.6 63 8.5 35 5.9

. 22-23 617 10.3 119 11.9 120% 12.0 % 9.5 128 12.8 76 11.1 53 7.2 27 4.5
20-21 509 8.5 89 8.9 98 9.8 102 10.3 9 9.9 - 68 9.9 3. 47 18 3.0
-9 s 9. 100 10.0 107 10.7 105 10.6 146 14.7 82 12.0 - 28 3.8 6 10
0-16 698 11.6 11 111 116 11.6 139 14.0, 167 16.8 133 194 . 23 31 9 1.5
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Score Distribution by Language Groups

TOEFL Section III: Reading Comprehemsion and Vocabulary

Administration I

B el

3

Score Total Sample Chinese 1 Chinege 2 Spanish Japanese Arabic African Germanic
Level N Percent N Percent N__ Percent N Percent N  Percent ° N Percent N  Percent N _. Percent
54-60 545 9.1 51 5.1 $5 5.5 172 17.4 25 2.5 31 4.5 73 9.9 ¢ 138 23.2
- i
50-53 636 10.6 60 6.0 63 63180 18.2 77 1.1 38 5.5 78 10.5 140 23.5
"47-49 54 9.1 68 6.8 7% 1.4 130 13.1 79 7.9 21 3.1 76 « 10.3 100 16.8
44-46 616 10.3 89 8.9 82 8.2 130 13.1 99 9.9 56 8.2 79 10.7 81 13.6 ~
41-43 621 10.3 11  11.1 108 10.8 90 9.1 . 97 9.7 © g9 10.1 87 11.8 59 9.9
38-40 ‘634 10.6 17 1.7 114 11.4 .89 9.0 103 10.3 80 11.7 100 13.5 31 5.2
'35-37. 542 9.0 120 12.0 11 11.1 59 6.0 97 9.7 63 9.2 72 9.7 20 3.4
31-34 607 10.1 115 11.5 137 13.7 63 6.4 113 11.3 88 12.8 80 10.8 n 1.8
26-30 623 10.47 138 ' 13.8 126 12.4 44 4.4 138  13.8 109 15.9 58 7.8 12 2.0
0-25 634 10.6 129 12.9 130 13.0 36 d.4 169 17.0 131 19.1 37 5.0 4 7
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N - a 1] \\ >
Score Total Sni)le Chinese 1 c Chinese 2 . Spanish Japanese, Anbic\ . - African Germanic
Level X Percent K Perceat N Percent N__ Percent N ' Percent N Percent R Percent ] Pexcnté
’ v . * ’ . » e & ' Q
- 46-50 , . 599 « 9.4. 16  IL.6. % 1.4 131 - 13.2 28, 2.8 w2 4} 10 2.2 , 358 37.3
. . . ¥ 3 . . . . R ,
* 42-45 36 11.2 52 5.2 55 5.5 155 15.6 ‘5‘0 5.0 - 76 7.? 17 -+ 3.8 311 .32.4 .
\ M . i .
. 39-41 oA - 9.0 69 b9 .52 5.2 129 13:0 8 9.8 - B4 8.5 16 3.6 125 13.0
i - * . . -
36-38 612 9.6 102, 10.3 s 9.0 113 114 9‘>> 9.3 12 11.3 29 6.5 73, 7.6 - -
3 _ - -. . , . N ]
- 3/35 643 '10 1 . %15 11.6' 115 11.5 98 9.9 N 20 12,0 ¥s5 11.7 37 8.2 43 4.5
': . ‘30—3!5‘\ 674 10.6 /13‘ 13.5 128 12.9 86 8.7. 135 _ 13.6 ‘18 12.0 49. '10.9 2% 2.5
So0 T 21-29 ¢ 647 T10.2 "3 14.0 150 15.1 S54° S,5 . 124 12,4+ 103 10.4 59 . 13.1 17" 1.8
) . . “ % . > 1 } i \( . 'S * ] )
24-26 651 10.2 125 . 12.6 133 T 13M . ‘ 79 8.9, 126 12.4 96 9.7 88 19.6 6+ .6
-~ . 1 ‘ ’ [ . - .
, 20-23 6604 10.4" ‘o 137 -13.8 - 146 14.7 ‘718 7.9 lZé v12.9 90 9.1 79 17.6 2 .2
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2 t ' Score Distributions by Language Groups ‘
v " , + TOEFL.Section II: Structure and Written Expression .
) . - , v Administration I1 . .
’ . t. N ) . . > ' .
4 X — -
: Score Total Sample Chinege 1 Chinese 2 Spanish Japafiese Arabic African - Germanic
Level N~ Percent N _Qercent N Percen N _Percent K Percent K Percent ¥\ Percent N Perceat
~ . . o
37-40 668 10.5 30 3.0 26 .2.6 139 14.0 27 2.7 41 4.2 57  12.7 348  36.2
‘ ’ . . S N . . - ¢ o
333 0 738 118+ 65 6.5 ° 81 8.1 120 12.1 % 9.4 61 6.2 #3163 266 25.4
3 . ‘ . * .
. © 32-33 U594 9.3 83. 8.4 . 6 6.7 8 8.5 98 9.8 63 6.4 69 1 15.4 130+ 13.5°
a oney - S ' :
, 3031 e3, w0t Y 1 1s %8 9.8 % 9. 100 10.0 82 8.3 - (63 140 , 90 9.4
i AT
,;.28-29 10.4 137 . 13.8, . 125 12.6 86 8.7 129 13.0 + 71 7.2 57  12.7 59 6.1
' - - - . - W ‘_ )
’ 26-27. 652 10.2 131 13.2 151 15.2 90 9.1 132 13.3 . 75 7.6 40 8-:9 33 3.4
L] 4 .,
- 24-25 612. . 9.6 128 12.9 "128  12.9 - 86 8.7 115 11.5 ’1016 10.2 3% . 7.6 20 p 2.1
- 22723 563 8.8 119 12.0° .123 12.3 , 61 6% 98 +9.8 . 114 11.6 21 47 21 2.2
. . )
i 19-21 555 8.7 98 9.9- 106 10.6 83 8.4 100 10.0 142 14.4 1w 3.5 - 10 * 1.0
0-18 dss  10.7 88 8.9 91 9.1 141 14.2 163 10.3 237 « 260 19 42 " 54 .5
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R Score Distributions :by Lahguage Groups |
TOEFL Section III: Reading Comprehension and, Vocabulary . ‘
. Administration II . - sl . y ——
ﬂ z ~ R .
S_u‘re Total Sample Chinese 1 -Chinese 2 Spanish - Japanese Arabic African Germanic -
Level | ] ‘Percent. N( Percent N__ Percent ¥ Percent N Percent N Percent N Percemt N__ Percent |
. T — = - 1
51-60 681 '10.7 60 6.0 56 5.6 169 17.0 <32 *3.2 3% 3.4 46 10.2 284 29.6
. ‘ ~ ) N .
.A‘ - 47-50 678 10.6, 108 . 10.9 107 . 10.7 1246 12.5 Sk 5.7 36 3.6 49  10.9 197  20.5 e
44-46 ~ 664 10.4 113 1.4 -, 17 117 100 10.2 83 8.3 35 3.5 " 58  12.9 157  16.3
. . . ? - 3 k
: 4343 696 10.9 134 - 13.5 106 10.6 132 133 ° 91 9.1 60 6.1 60 13:47 113 11.8
. - ’ T~ ’ . -
. 38-40 735 L3~ 129 3.0 156~ 15.7 J123 12,4 98 9.8 77 1.8 68 15.1 84 8.7
35-37 - 652 10.2 123 12.4 162 14.2 95 9.6 103 10.3 = .79 8. 59 13.1 51 5.3 # (
hd ° ) ) - . - ) . ! .
32-3% 585 9.2 _ 101 10.2' %8 9.8 76 7.7 110 11.0 121 123 44 9.8 35 3% S
. - . 4 [
- . - . . . = ~ - -
- 29-31 « 521 8.2 97 9.8 75 1.5 58 % 5.8 , 111 11.1 125 12.7 31 6.9 24 2.5
< T :
, 24-28 - 635 10.0 * 82 8.3 92 9.2 72 1.3 157 . 15.8 199" 20.2 22 4.9 1 1.1,
X - ) . R -~ o : )
0-23 526 8.3 46 4.6 : ) ~ I . |
a 6 41 4 47 4.2 154 1§.3 2y 22.4 12 2.7 4 oo 4 1
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Administration I (Form YTF4) é’ .
/ , ¢  TOEFL Section T: Listening Comprehension
- Chi-Square § N . ' . '
tem No. Rank-Order Chi-Square Chinese 1 Chinese 2 Spanigsh Japanegse Arabic Africsn
1 36 95.88 Percentage Deviation 1.24 .65 -3.15 "2.12 -0.61  -0.49
- Proportion Correct .92 .92 .91 .92 .91 .89
Delta 7.33 7.33 7.75 7.41 7.68 817
2 13 * 215.01 ™ Percentage Deviation 9.33 5.32 .-8.92 13.95 -9.49  -16:89
. ¢ Proportion Correct L ) .67 74 .62 .52 ot
: T Delta - R 10.59 10.82 -+ 11.29 10.46 ~ 11.83 - 12.77 R
3 44 76.47 Percentage Deviation -2.86® -0.81 0.51 -1 3%, =-4.17  10.50 : ..
- . ’ Prloportion Correct ~70 .73 .80 " .70" 7 .76 R
* Delta , . 10.88 10.60 9.69 ’ﬁ 1o 9 10.81  10.20 -~
4 11 . 22926 Percentage Deviation . -l.44 -0.72 ‘8.58  -19.79 10.00 7.18 M
. Proportion Correct 72 - .73 .86 .57 .82 T4 o~
. Delta 10.71 10.58 8.63 12.32 9.37  10.40 LT
5 zp . 11329 - Percentage Deviation 5.44 3.18 -2.58 1.49 -4.20  -6.28 é ~
e -+ = - Proportion Correct. .88 .87 .85 .84 Bl—— 76 L e
- . . 7 Delta - 8.24 8.50 . 8.77 3.10 9.50  10.17 . *
) v L : .
6 34 97.12 Percentage Deviation .08 5.73 -3.93 1.94 S48 -9.99
K Proportion Correct . .67 .68 .69 .62 .63 .5y s
it . ' Delta . 11.26 13.18 11.06 - 11.78 11.68  12.72 ]
T o 4f 79.73 5: Wercentage Deviation 1.82° 3.38 -0.64,  -8.48 -1.57 6.54 - )
: . ;, ~Aroportion Correct .70 72 .76, .6l .70 .69
) - -Delts, - * 10.89 10.68 10.20  '11.87 10.96  10.98
. 8 7 299.27 7" Percentage Deviation -2.45 3.21 -12.51 23.46 -4.83 -9.3?*
. . U Proportion Correct - .70 .75 2 .69 .86 . .70 .61
: Delta 10.91 ' 10.31 11.02 "8.65 & 10.92  11.85
- t 1 + . ' .
. 9 10 + 7 231.62 Percentage Deviation 8.85 4.03 -12.76 0.31 -3.98 5.97 . i
. Proportion Correct .80 .77 .67 .72 .69 75,
e Delta ., 9.68 10.05 . 11.215  10.66 10,97  10.34 L '
. ‘1o 8 292.11 Percentage Deviation -6.05 3.31 -0.18 - -23731 -0.66  37.88"
. : A ¢ : Proportion Correct . .48 .53 .62 .37 .54 .64 .
) ’ » - Delta . , 13.19 . _12.67 11.79. 14.29 12.62  11.55 _ .
[% ) *
» »
L ‘ . L
‘ i . . v ) e . \ . ‘ .I S - ’
[€) Jg * . ' " . 9{)
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Chi-Square

.

Item Wo. Rank-Order Chi-Square a Chinese 1 Chinese 2 Spanigh, - Japanese Arabic .African
——— L Iy > R
u 40 83:22 Percentage Deviation -0.15 0.78 -0.65  -l.16  -10.48"  12.80
. i Propartion Correct . T .66 .74 .61 .60 - .66
. Delta 11.5 11.38. 10.46 11.89 12203 11.31
L] - R L] .
< 12 49 . 61.37 Percentage Deviat ton 2,68 -1,54 0,26 1,72 6,08 -11,05
N Proportion Correct .58 +56 67 5S4 . «62 .45 -
s Delta 12,24 12,39 11.23 - 12,55 11,76 " 13.49
— —= - . s ’ -
; 13 18 147.72 Percentage Deviation 2.62 1.90 -3.85 -8.54 3,93 7.21
- Proportion Correct .85 .85 .84 74 .87 , .86
- Delta . 8.86 8.82 8.96 10.39 8.46 8.76
R . N -
14 k1) 96.26 Percentage Deviation ~9.24 -3.32 4.44 ~4.51 . 7.7 9.53
. -Proportion Correct .52 .56 g2 0 .53 .65 .58
i Delta 12.78 12.38 . 10.70 R T12.74 1147 12.24
15 21 136.02 Percentage Deviation -1.75 2.93 6.41 4,23 - 2.25 -22.02
' Proportion Correct .50 v .54 .66 .51 %55 .36
Delta 12.97 12.64 11.30 12.93, 12,47 .46
= N » v
. 16 9 235,66 Percentage Deviation -26.70 ~24.97 -1.12 44,36, -12.93 ° 33.07
Proportion Correct .21, ¢ .21 .37 .38 .27 .33
) Delta 16.27 16.21 14.35 14.25, 15.51 14.75
R V] 37 90.44 Percentage Deviation 8.87 4.79 -7.48 -5.79 -1.98 2.91
- < - Proportion Correct .61 .60 .61 .5 .58 -.53
' Delta 11.8 , 11.97 11.84 12.8 12.22  12.69
’ 18 25 123.23 Percentage DewéBtion 1:63 6.23 ' -14.55 -5.71 5.72  "16.15
. < N Proportion Correct” ~ .38 . .39 34 T 42 .40
- Delta 14.18 14.01 14.08 14.69 13.78 13.98
! - « . ' . . ' o .o :
19 17 149.57 Percentage Deviation . -1,.1; -2.03 ~8.83 11.48 -16.79  21.22,
Proportion Correct 2 s .52 .55, .56 .45 .60
. - Delta . 12.84° 12.82 12.53 12.36 . 13.48 12.03
20 39 . 8417 Percentage Deviation 12.77 10.18 -4.11 -6.14  -183.22  -1.76
- Proportipn Correct 4% .44 .48 ".35 .35 .35
’ . Delta . 13.56 13.61 13.36 14.54 14.51 14,55
21 1 503.13 Percentage Deviation -11.95 -6.81 11.07  25:65  10.02 _-3§.08
| - Proportion Correct .60 ", 64 .84 .83 .17 .41
3. Delta 12.00 11.59 9.Q6 9.13 * 10.05 13.87
| . ~
\ A - : ' .
\‘\‘ 9 . ‘, .
Q . »
ERIC o s~ / .
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- ; Chi-Square *

. .
¢ Item No. Rank~Order Chi-Square Chinese 1 Chinese 2 Spanish  Japanese Arabic  African
) 2 50 ©T 38,24 " Percentage Deviation 0.44 0.38 -1.58 0.48 ~0.55 0.95
. \ - Frbportion Correct .93 .93 .93 .92 92 .91
. ta 7.16 7.04 7.11 07.44 7.34 7.51
N . * = LA ¥ - -
* 23 To.30 110.64 -~ Percentage Deviation 1.24 . 3403 -0.48 3.07 2.37  -11.78
o - ‘Proportion- Correct .86 .88 .89 .86 .88 .73
‘ . . Delta 8.63 8.18 8.09 8.6l 8.29  10.59
S, 2 5 312.97 Percentage Deviation -17.43 -20.16 11.65 12.67 15.18 2.99
-, Proportion Correct .53 .52 .80 .70 .76 .62
” Delts - - 12.69 12.78 9.63 10.88 10.18  11.78
25 W47 . 69.19 Percenu:g_e\be\?iaiioﬁ -2.29 -2.00 3.75 2.89 -1.36  -2.20
. - Proportion Correct .76 .77 .87 .78 .78 .72
_ Delta -10.21 10.06 8.50 9.93 9.93  10.65
26 " 31 110.10 ~ .  Percentage Deviation .90 1.97 -3.05 7.66 -2.79  -7.39
‘ 0 Proportion Correct .85 .86 .86 -.89 .82 .75
ro- . Delts : 8.89 8.59 8.76 8.16 9.28  10.30
€. Y - B ' - | '
N - 27 ‘45 . 74.00 Percentage Devdation 0.19 -2.95 4.67 . -2.95 4.19  -3.32
- , ' ¢ -l Proportion Correct .75 .74 .86 YA .80 .68
o ’ D ‘ - T
. e elts ot 10.28 10.42 8.70 10.81 9.69  11.10
" s, e N - N N
~-28 46, 73.79 Percentage Deviation -1.94 0.38 -0.99 -1.91 5.23 .16
¢ o . Proportion Correct .69 , 12 .77 .67 .76 .68
. . Delta : 10.99 10.72 10.02 11.20 10.15 ° 11.16
° * - L] '
29 2 PR Y § W1 « Percentage Deviation 14.71 17.37 2.20 -4.35 -1.60 -42.84
. . “Propbrtion Correct - .73 .76 .73 .58 .64 .34
.. . ' Delts ° . 10.58 10.23 10.49 12.15  11.54  14.69
3¢ ° 3 340,49 , Percentage Deviation 9.12 9.79 . -5.52  -28.75 15.80 5.17
- Proportiom Correct .66 .68 .67 L4l .73 .58
Delta, . 11.33 , 1115 11.25 13.87 10.53  12.16
31 . er . 116.23 , Percentage Deviatien 2.69 -1.81 12.04 -4.36 0.86 -19.50
. . B . ' Proportion Correct . .49 .47 .68 . 43 .51 .33
) - . Delta 13.14 13.26 11,15, 13.75 12.87  14.72
2 20 + ' 136.59 Percentage Deviation -11.98 -5.50 3.91  -13.28 14,89 > 21.49
. Proportion Corract “ .35 .38 .54 .32 .49 L4l
- ’ ) - Delta : 14.59 14.23 12.56 14.91 13.09  13.94
] , oa e
. L. -
- ’
. . '] -
o ) T ) =
) S
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“Ghi-Square . b -
Item No. } Rank-Order Chi-Square . Chinese 1  Chinese 2 Spanish Japanese Arsbfc African
» . L]
33 4 327.58 Percentage Deviation -10.94 -12.00 -7487 -8.88 16.59  42.17
Propcfrtion Correct .52 .51 63 .51 1 .76
\ Deltd 12.84 12.86 11.69 le.u 10.81  10.20
3% *32 '108.48 Percen Deviation 7.66 3.45 1.56 11.21 2.98  -6.34
. . Propo Correet .. .62 64 72 . .82 .65 .52
; Delta . 11.4 11.62 10.71 12.83 11.47  12.78
35 15 169.82 Percentage Deviation -5.05 ~1.39 -13.58 T-3.18 16.8  30.97
. Proportion Correct . 46 .45 .50 .45 .58 .58
: . Delta . 13.41 13.46 (/\a.oa 13.54 12019 12.22
36 24 126.04 Percentage Deviation -7.62 . -6.98 6.87 -3.45 8.76 5.86
Proportion Correct . .61 .62 .80 .62 6 4 .65
Delta 11.88 11.76 9.62 11.82 10.39.  11.45
3 . 26 o Percentage Deviation . -1.41 4.23 .« 374 7.4 -18.17 8.34
4 . Proportign Correct ' .61 .64 .63 .65 .51 .65
B Delta - r 11.92 11.55 11.66 11.43 12.88  11.46
38 23 130.05 . Percentage Deviation -0.77 0.55 4.63 2.28 -10.38 -10.50
' Proportion Correct .85 .87 .93 .86 7 - .83
* Delta 8.89 8.56 © 6.96 8.70 10.03  9.17
1 19 48 T . 68.14 'l.xmtag. Deviation 10.19 7.51 %.69 -2.16  -16.96 =~14.75
. Proportion Correct .28 y.27 .36 .22 .23 .18
' Delta 15.38 15.46 14.40 16.04 15.97  16.62
' 40 16 * 158.57 -Percentage Deviation 3.15 0.51 4,42 470 -10.03  -8.35
S . Proportion Correct . .84 .83 91 » B4 .74 .72
v . Delta 4 8.96 - 9.17 1.1 9.03 10.37, 10.67
41 33 106.10 Parcentage Deviation L o0.97 3.42 R 4.26  -13.78. -9.%3
- Proport Correct .65 . .68 . .65 .57 .55
o Delta . 11.42 11.15 10.02 11.43 12.27 12.50
42 6 307.09_ -, Percentage Deviation -10.25 . -16.77 5.37 24.86 -0.66  -3.56
T ) Proportion Correct .62 .58 .81 .85 J1 .64
Delta 11.75 12.18 9,54 8.93 , 10.81 11.58
Y43 1% 180.25 Percentage Deviation ) -8.26 .  -12.90 8.71 20.39 -4.81 _-7.54
. . Proportion Correct ’ .49 .47 .71 .62 .54 45
! Delta 13.08 13.25 10.83 11.82 12.61 13.54
Y ¢ 3 .
! ) bt -/ e N .
Q L ! C ' , .
B . . ° . '
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‘ Chi-Square ¢ .,
¢ Item No.,  Rank-Order _Chi-Square e Chinese 1 Chinese 2 _ Spanish Japanese Arsbic African
44 19 140.97 Percentage Deviation ~4.60 -3.13 9.09 -4.9% 11.44  ~8.79
. Proportion Correct .63 .65 ° .82 , 60 .76 .55
, Delta 11.71 11.50 9.29 11.97 ' 10.18 12.47
- / . .
45 - 28 115.03 Percentage Deviation 0.81 -0.44 -7.61 . 2.28 0.33 7.27
o , Proportion Correct .82 .82 == .BO .81 .83 .84
/ - Delta 9.33 9.37 9.70 9.44 9.26 9.02
, 46 .+ 38 87.19 Percentage Deviati 1.75 | 1.1 1.35 -7.94 © =0.15 3.60
. e Proportion Correc .37 .37 .47 .31 €38 .33
. Delta ) 14.37 16.32 13.35 14.97 16.17  14.76
) 47 .22 133.50 Percentage Deviation 12.72 8.55 -3.24, 4.00 -8.19 -22.80
VA Proportion Correct .58 . .56 .61 , .5% .50 .36
. Delta ) s 12.19 12.36 11.91 12.92°.  12.99  14.45
48 ~ . 42 79.53 Percentage Deviat¥a 2.84 . 7.68 3.50 .-11.30 1.75  -9.61
. Proportion Correct .42 .45 .57 .34 .45 .32
, Delta 13.80 13.54 12. 3% 14.69 13745  14.90
49 43 77.37 Percentage Deviation 2.84 -0.25 - -1.03 -9.65 1.89 9.63
. ) Proportion Correct .66 .66 74 .56 .69 .65
o Delta 11.32 11.40 10.42 12.38 11.08  11.47
50 12 215.74 Percentage Deviation 2.48 3.47 4.49 -17.99 8.71 18.02
Proportion Correct . .70 .72 .81 .55 .65 .76
i Delta : 10.55// 10.69 9.50 12.53  11.50 . 10.2},
. # — - 1S - = :
- . - - )
" ‘ 7 . ’
v o ‘
Y » .
* * * .
. e -
. * ~ A R ‘ .
. * . ) .
ot L a™ . ‘- a9
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. Administration I (Form YTF4) A
TOEFL Section II: Structure and Written Expressio:

a

Chi-Square p 2 . .
Item No.- Rank-Order chi-Square - Chinese 1 Chinese 2  Spanish Japanese Arabic African Germanic
) 2 : . : - ’ )
1 3 158.88 ' Percentage Deviation -7.31 -10.28 1.19\ 5.46 5.51 5.21 0.47
. . Pfoportion Correct 74 I .83 .79 .80 .93 ©.92
ta ' 10.47 10.79 9.24 " 9,74 9.63 * 7.22- .35
- (4 .
Percentage Deviation -5.25 -6.01 ' -2.63  .6.84 274 7.22°° .46
Proportion Correct .70 .69 .72 .75 .73 .87 .84

Delta . 10.88 10.98 W 10.68 10.29 8.44 .ol

Percentage Deviation -0.45 -0.09 -1.95 -0.41 . -1.71 .22
Proportion Correct .91 .91 .89 .88 . .94 .98
Delta 7.71 7.71 .18 8.31 . 6.76 .33

Percentage Deviation -8.03 -8.72 3.20 2.11 78 19.39 . .82
. [Froportion Correct .73 .72 .82 .77 817 .96 .90
Delta ) 10.51 10.63 .38 . 10.03. . 5.96 .77

Percentage Deviation T o0.45 - ~0.46 .84 1.48 ) -8.28 .36
Proportion Correct 84 .84 .86 .81 .84 .98

Delta 8.99 9.06 - .61 9.51 " 9.08 .50

Percentage Reviation. -5.80 . ’ -4 .69 .86 -9.61 . .17
Proportion Correct .64 © .65 ) .58 . .77 .79
Delta 11.56 - 11.51 . T12.21 11, 10.08 .84

' Percentage Deviation _ -5.99 -4.92 . .68 . ) ©1.39
Proportion Correct - .66 .66 . .63 . .95 - .86
Delta ‘ 11.36 33 . .65 . .60
Percentage Deviation 37,78 ° .15 . .62 .79
Proportion Correct 64 " 63 . a7, .59
Delta 11,52 .69 . .84 .05

Percentage Deviation 9.08 .70 . .53 .71
Proportion Correct .52 . . ! .43 . .57
Delta 12.77 . . .74 .34

Percentage Deviation -26.35. . . .28 ) .33

Proportion Correct .38 .38 . .37 .86
Delta 14.22 .2 . .36 .67

PR A .17 provided by exic
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’ Chl-équare - . )
Item ¥o. Rank-Order - Chi-Square Chinese ] -Chinese’g Spanish * Japanese Arabic African Germsni¢
. . S .
1r ' 21 227,75 Pefcentage Deviation -6.51 -6.23 22.68 11.80 0.59 5.11 6
. . . -11. «~0. -5, .20
Proportion Correct - .55 .55 .73 .47 .54 .68 .82
N Delta 12,49 - 12.53 10.60  .13.35 12.58  11.15 9.33
°L12 P $71.67 Percentage Deviation 7/ /;‘ -26.53 -20.77 2.17 -18.¢0 -0.15 48.32 - 12,51
Proportion Correct .31 .33 .40 .29 37 .85 .73,
Delta 15.01 14.77 13.56 15.26 14.35 8.85 10.53 4
14 8 "490, 3% Percentage Deviation «49.10 - 59.25 -40.91  -24.55  -29.52 1.50 ~29.56
Proportion Correct .42 . -4 .17 18 L .17 .40 .32
. Delta . 13.85 13.61 §s.78 16.72 16.78  14.0) 14.92
15 11 343.01 Percentage Deviation -13.80 -10.59 10.15 15.31 10.11  21.55 ~ * -30.49
< Proportion Correct .39 .40 .51 - .46 .45 .72 .46
Delta . 14.09 13.96 12.87 13:44 13.50  10.68 13.44
16 38 83.20 Percentage Deviariop 0.82 0.17 0.55 -4.57 3.69 0.is 0.40
) R Pro;Eruon Correct 94 - .93 ~93 .. 87 .94 .97 .99
. Del . 6.82 .. 7.10 7.11 8.57 6.66 5.29 -, 3.9
M ¢ ) i ‘ ' - ) ‘ 0 - ,l .' 1
17 25 205.37 Pércentage Deviation 1.92 3.83 -8.40 0.87 4.73 -1.9% 1:64
. Proportion Correct ) .92 *.93 .81 .88 191 \+93 .99
Delta 7.49 7.13 9.53 8.41 7.61 ' 6.98 3.94
18 27 184.64 Percentage Deviation ‘ 4,14 4.56 5.23 -0.;{ -13.14, =7.50 2.55
Proportion Cofrect . .82 .82 .83 . .66 +80 .92
Delta 9.28 | 9.28 . 9.17 10.38  11.39° | 9.60 7.25
’ - . LI
19 18 261.7M Peccentage Deviation -10.20 -6.92 -5.52 24.57 -3.61  -6.24 10.34
- Proportion Correct .59 .60 .62 .74 .58 =72 .91
Delta 12,13 7, 1197 11.81 10.42 12.18 . 10.67 7.69
© 20 9 367.13 Percentage Deviation © 2,89 -3.65 9.29  9.65  -2.86 -22.37 5.87
Proportion Cortect S [ .76 .86 .83, .79 .65 .92
v - pu Delta 10.13 10.23 8.67 9.16 9.85  11.42 7.44
L. [4
21 . 34 124.57 Percentage Deviation 1.13 3.12 -6.63 5.10 ' 175 -4.72 0.33
. Proportion Correct .81 .82 .74 79 .77 .84 o .92,
* Delta 9.55, 9.39 +10.46 9.80 . 10.06 9.06 ¥  7.48
. . . . ;
~7 16 270.92 Percentage Deviation 6.15 6.06 -14,.67 3,03 206 _o.;; v =3.36
TS Proportion Correct - -89 1 88 .70 .81 »81 | -9 .92
- Delta 8.18 8.32 10.88 " 9.51 9.55 7.30 7.39
. ) , \ ; .
o , . ? - ) , N '- '
- 4 i . " . - d
Q i ’ . ' . V9
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Chi-Square . Vd L .
Item No. Rank-Order Chi-Square , Chinese 1  Chinese 2 Spanish Japanese Arabic  African Gmu/_/-\
- * A . . .’ .
23 3 123.04 . Percentage Deviation -1.66" % -3.44 1.7 -2.50  13.26  -7.36 453
, ' Proportion Correct . .68 .66 71y .62 Jh L e . B ’
N ‘ Delta W15 11,33 10.84 11,76 10.49  10.43 *  8.18
~ ‘ [ -~
24 h 10 347.73 Percentage Deviation 9.98 14,34 8.56 -4,01°  -9.06 =-9.92 -20.07
' \( Ptoport:lgn ~(:orrcct .73 .75 .72 s .59 .57 gz .65
‘ Delta 10.60 10.31 10,71 12,16 12,41 11, 11.50
. - ’ Y - o .
25 3 $84.79  * - Fepcentage Deviation 12.68 12.99 -17.70 19.31  -4.74 -23.86 -4.3F -
. Proportion Correct .81 .81 .59 .80 . .65 .62 .82
* Delta ‘ 9.48 9,54 12,11 9.64 11,53  11.81 .9.43
26 12 321.38 Perceutage Deviation -7.50 -7,10 8.68 '25.46 -0.95 -24.98 *.8.03
) - Proportion Correct .52 .51 .62 .63 .52 . .52 .81
. - e Delté - 12,84 12.86 11.82 11.72 12.98 12,85 9.46
~
. . . s ’
27, 17 253.60 Rercentage.Deviation 9.64 9.01 -9.74 -9.40 4,01  -5.10 1.99
1 o Proportion Correct .86 .85 a1 .66 .78 8 - .95
‘ . Delta : 8.67 8.86 <« 10.89 11.34 10.96 sl99. 6.58
28 36 *109.87 Percentage Deviation -3.18 . =3.13 2.45 0.11 1,08 1.78. 2.38
Proportion Correct 17 .76 © .82 - .75 .18 .89 .93
' Delta . 10.10 10.14 9.45, 10.28 10.06 8.13 .13 -
29 .39 82.58 Percentage Deviation 1.16  -1.15 ~4.80 41,39, 401 3.32 0.75
- Proportion Corract .78 .76 74 1 77 92 9
* Delta . 9.88 10.18 10,53 14,84 10.20 7.52 6.93
) .
30 7 509.99 Percentage Deviation 4,73 2.88 -24.38 14.18 7.63, 26,20  -30.37
. Proportion Correct .56 W41 .55 .54 B4 .50 °
‘ Delta ’ 12,44 14.00 12.61° 12,82 9.15 13.01
. \ . o .
31 32 151.23 Percentage Deviation 5.02 % 3.54 0.83 -2,12  -20.58 6.80
B - Proportion Correct .58 .59 .51 .52 - .53 .76
Delts 12.17 12.22 12.94 13,00 12.75 10.14
32 15 295.12 ‘ Parcentage Deviation ~23.66 42.66 3.16 v7.36 -2,29 8.33
‘ Proportion Correct .29 .57 . .36 .34 .47 .56
Delta . 15.20 15.20 12,45 - 14,51 .'14.87  13.46 12.46
33 ' 28 176.78 Percentage Deviation T 8.66 -1.55 ( -6.63  =7.26 =5.19 . 0.5
Proportion Correct ©.82, .83 7 . .67 .69 1 .84 .93 .
Delta ° 9.27. 9.26 v 10.27 131 1124 9.7 7.26
1) 3 ’ g ' ) : " : ) ‘ v ;1
~ .
) 101
. . |
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, Chi-Square

ltem Mo. .. Rank-Ordet Chi-Square °

q

Spanish

Japanese

\
v

L]

34 243.93

A

298.28

1

169.53

306.22

‘/4
195.67

.

fcrccntn;c Deviation
Proportion Correct
Delta

Pcrcnnia;c Dcvinti;n
Proportion Correct
Delts

Percentage Deviation
” Proportiom Correct
_ Delta

Pédgcantage Deviation
Proportion Correct
Delts A

L~
Percentage Deviation
Proportion Correct
Delta

Percentage Deviation -

Proportion Correbt =
Delta S

Percentage Deviation
Proportion Correct
Delta

- Chinese 1 Chinese 2
.3 v

A1

20.14 14.51
.64 .61
11.57 11.93

11.34 ‘12,
.74 .
10.44 + 10,

1.12 1.
.49
13.08

-15.64
.35
.59

.B4
.46
.40

.17
.27
.40
.48

.31
.98

-8.19
.51
13.05

-16.49
.58
12.43

22.27
.63
11.86

12.%7

.50
13.23

-16.96
.37
14,54

31,78

L .49
®.
-19.00

.29
15.47
1

0.91
30
13.13

28.33
.80
9.72

-54.12°
.20
16.52

"11.75
.40
14.20

22.90
T 46
13.53

-30.91
.20
,16.48

7.76
. .29
15.28

-

Arabiec é;ricnn Germanic

=21.11 5

a

-19.39
42 .52
14.07 12.96

'
-20.90 -2
62

-20.73
.52 .
13.09 11.89 ‘9

-11.92  14.00 17
41 .73
14.22 1062 9
17.72  18.21 . 23
45 L4 .
13.76 7 13.43 9

-20.94
.32
15.18

-11.03 ( 5
48 ¢
13.29 ~11
26.63 .7
- .58
12.28 12

-2.06
!
15.25

31.93

.61
12.05 13
R d

-2.73 -19
.30

J45.45

.42
74

1044

.12
.82
.47

.50
.84
.15

.59
.80
.69

.95
.64
.66
.60
.57
Y
.62

.42
.91

ERI!
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

- Administration I (Form YTF4) - ‘/ .
. ! S"ection III: .Reading Comprehension & Vocabulary . ‘ - *
-Chi-Square ° - ) i .
Item No. Rank-Order  Chi-Square y Chinese 1 . Chinese 2 Spanish _ Jspanese ' Arabic African Germanic
1. 14 499.46 Percentage Deviation -13.48 -15.50 10.53 14.95 12.21, =13.30- 6.6
. ' Proportion Correct .67 .65 .97 . .88 8 T .o .98
) Ddlta 11.29 11.45 5.71 8.37 ©9.10 . 10,75 - 4.93
2 227 361.68 Percentage Deviation 3.36 2.86 = -12,10  -1.18 0.38 jla 3.02
N Proportion Correct .90 .90 .82 .85 .85 .97 .98
Delta 7.88 7.92 _9.36 8.83 8.78 5.29 4,65
3. '37 220,17 Percentage Deviation 7.78 7.51 -12,28 -6.26/ 4,37 4,55 2,40 |
’ Proportion Correct .77 .77 . .1 .65 7, .80 .83 “
- » Delta 10.10 10.09 “10.74 11.42 "10.79 - 9.58 9.12
. e
4 k13 253..00 Jrcentage Deviation -8.69 -9,13 6,10 9.75 5.08 -10.86 8.58
i . rtion Correct , .61 .61 .86 .72 .67 .67 95 &
ta 11,84 11.84 ‘61 10.62 11,27.° - 11.27° 6.56 .
5 4 174.47 Percentage Deviation -10.09 -6.72 11.53 443 —af.86 %0 6.38 b
Zfrortim Correct .56 .58 .86 .63 .53 T 069" .89 *
ta . 12.44 12.19 8.69 11.63 12,69 * 11.04 8.14 .
"6 13 511,77 Percentage Deviation S9.15 -11,05 7.18 10.36 19.09 -19,63  %6.71
Proportion Correct .73 N | 95 . .88, .93 > .68 .98 .
. , Delta 10.60 10.76® 6.50 8.39 .18 1116 4.65
. t 7 25 33810 Pekcentage Deviation -8.71 -10.64 -3.73 20,92 13,22 =7.55 -0.68~"
) Proportioa Correct .67 .66 .78 .88 .82 ) .8
. . s - Delta . 11,23 11,37 9.97 8.21 9.35  10.79 9.15
"8 26 34.32. Percentage Deviation -7.41 -8,78 16,59 6,96 =57 1,01 ‘-6[77
* ’ Proportion Correct .65 .65 .97 J3 .64 .78 .82
Delta 11.41 11.49 *5.68 10.51 n.sy 9.95 * 9.36
9 42 183.08 Percentage Deviation 3.62 .3.07 -11.55  -7.70 , 10.18 2,63 7.67
. Proportion Correct 71 J1 :73 .62 T .78 .95
' Delta - 10,82 10.83 10.58 11,77 10.74 9.95 6.43
- . L ] o /;,A : A K
. " 10 15 ABL. &4 Percentage Deviation ~20.81 «20.69 -0.91 -0.21 15.56 34,41 5.92 _
& ‘ - Proportion Correct 49 .49 .73 .60 .68 .91 .84
- Dalte - - 13,13 13.10 10,52 11,94 11.14 7.62 9.01
N ’ \. - d H
‘ - ) ey A » * < ! L4
. ,005 .
Q . - . e
G L ) . x % 129
- “




A oy
f . : ’ . . N ' "
o Chi~Bquare . - - .
1 Ro. Rank-Order Chi-Square \ Chinese 1  Chinese 2 Spanish Japanese Arabic African Germanjc -
11 L 134,68 : krcmuu Deviation -2,15 -4.41 T -8.03 9.05 6.21 7.70 -4.90
. Proportion Correct .66 .64 A .73 .69 Y77 .77
. 2 Delta - . 11.38 11.52 10.85 10.61 10.99 9.99 *  10.07 .
- . L} - £ -
12 11 540.29 Percentage Deviation 16.83, " 19.62 -23.93 -4.30 7.28  -5.34 -8,22
. - Proportion Cofrect - .80 .82 .59 .64 g1 .69 . W15
] ,Delts 9.67, 9.34 12.10 11.55 10.84 10,97 10.35
.9 . ' ) :
13 3 374.60 . Percentage Deviatiodh -3.19 0.80 » 16,10 ~14.84  -14.06 16,65 -8.17,
Proportion Correc .67 .70 .95 .58 57 .89 .79
. Delta : 11.23 10.88 6.537 "~ 12.18 12:30 - 8.20 "9.72
. [y . - ~§ 7‘
14 1 1408.41 Percéatage Deviation, -33.09 -32.25 35.67  -25.86 3,17 40.42 12.45
Preportion 'Correct .37 .38 .99 .40 .50 +30 .90
Delta 14.33 14.25 3.87 14,00 12,99 1.87 " 7.81
15 16 | 440.93 ‘Percentage Deviation - =36,44  -28.93 10.63 5.90 15.86  59.92 -15.63
- Proportion Correct .21 .23 .45 V36~ 37 .57 - 1438
* . Delta 16.29 15.94 13.52 14.66 14.35  12.32 14.26.
. " . . “ o
. 16 17 432.72 Percentage Deviation I 1637 2.68 -1.11  -21.84  -33.55  45.76 -1ﬁg,~§s n
: _ Proportion Correct .53 487 .60 +35 .29 .18 87
Delta - 12,66 13.24 11.98 14,54 15.26 9,97 12, 34
17 ) 39 212.26 Percentage Deviation 23,76 -5.63  ° 16.96 14.09 - -7.52 21,03 -2.62
' Proportion Correct .49 49 .69 .58 T k6 N .60
v . Delta 13.08 13.13 11.08 12.23 13.38  [3.65 12.00 ,
— ' - ) N T i
18 1\1 542,40 ; Percentage Deviation 1.98 *  -3.16 -18.33  -23,26 $8.29 24,84 _ . -6.05
' * Proportton Correct - .55 .53, .57 .41 .75 % ) A 5
) Delta . 12,48 12.72 12.35 13.96 10.26  10.01 10.77 .-
. ¢ - 5 -
19 4 738.52 ., Percentage Deyiation, -37.06 -34.90 22.23 17.07 -8,50 31,9 1.46
. ‘ Proportion Correct . .37 .36 .84 .62 A7 .81 W76
~ - Delta . JA33 14.47 8.97 i1.73 13.29 9.46 10.15
- ” b I . ’
20 49 136.61 . Perceptage Deviation . . .g,13 12.52 -12.02 -3.19 » +8.37 019 -11.91
Proportion Corract <782 .54 - .52 .45 49 . .53 ' 56 -
Delta , 12.81 12,61 12.84 13.50 13,07  12.68 12.39
. . VA ¢ > :
21 6 647.54 Percentage Deviation / . 25.00 22,97 -43.33  -12.14  -~24.10 25,64 _ 15,73
. Proportion Correct | . ° .S58 .57 .34 .40 33 T Le7 S i
’ Delta , L7 a2 - a2 14.64 14.06 14,78 ' 11.25  10.07
. * ' . , .
- [ M
+ »
Ll ‘ 4 .
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Chi-Square o - 0
Item Mo, Rank-Order Chi-Square o e Chinese 1 Chinese 2 Spanish Japanese Arabic egficm Get.lnic .
22 2 ©1379.09 Percentage Deviation -37.31 -35.02 27.42 §7.82 -26.89 17.76 -6.99
Proportion Correct . .38 .39 - .96 .88 .42 . .80 .76
Delta : oL 164.25 14.08 5.94 8.37 13.84 9,65 10.18
» - A s . -
23 3 755.48 Percentage Deviation . -4.95 .-13.54 26.75  «39.30 <18.07 . 66.82  =25.70
. Proportion Correct - . .41 .38 .71 ° .26 .34 82 .45
' . ‘e Delta . 13.90 14.26 10.84 15,61 14.68 9.36 13.45
. . . ' N Pl
26 8 568 v Percentage Deviation -5.30 -6.64 42.35 - -1.91 13.02 2.07  -40.38
. .” Proportion Correct .41 .41 .82 42 .35 .51 .38
Delta ° . 13.89 13.92 9.3 13.83 14.49 12.85 14.23
25 5 , 652.97 . Pexcentage Deviation -14.01 -18.92 40.90 ~5.41 -11%0  -5.16 -7.23
. Proportion Correct .40 .38 .91 .42 .37 .52 .67
Delta . 14.07 14.25 7.68 13.77 14128 12.78 11,23
‘1 1]
26 7. . 626.91 Percentage Deviation 22.44 25.19 . -6.99  -41.67 ~32.00 © 34.98 -9.35
‘” ) Proportion Correct .59 .61 .59 .27 .30 .75 .63
N Delta 12.10 11.91 12.15 . 15.43 15.06  10.27 11.72 .,
27 9 556.50 Percentage Deviation . .n 8.35 -34.58 i 41.46 ° =29.11 31.13 -23.52
y . Proportion Correct .46 .49 .35 .62 .30 .64 ‘.43
S ‘Delta, 13.36 13.13 14257 11.79 15.06 11,55 13.66
28 - 20 375.26 Percentage Devistion - " 29.26 231.15 26.91 -5.10 -21.98  21.52 15.95
Proportion Correct, . .22 .22 .62 .29 .22 .47 .66
. _Delta X 16.10 16.14 * 11,79 15.25 . 16,0r  13.28 11.32
29’ 51 30,24 Pucnt}gc Deviation . -8.3% -12.28 8.89 -9.82 -9.78 18.56 5.67
Proportion Correct .27 .27 .50 .26 ".25 Y .56
+Dalta - 15.40 15.49 13.01 15.55 15.71  -13.62 12.38
» [ . . ~. * . - P R
- +30 3l 265.39 . Percentage Deviation © -5.06 . -5.18 10.39  -12.86 ,2.87  55.45  -44,10
. Proporyion Correct A3 - .13 _.oe21 .11 .14 *.25 2,
. . ' Delta = - 17.50 17.48 16.27 17.82 L1740 15.75 17,72
.3 27 105, 81 Percentage Deviat 0.06 -  -2.89  °'3.76 .9 -6 -1.31 4.46
Proportion Correct » .73 .72 .91 .70 .67 .81 .98
- : Delts’ , {o.s1 10.72 7,58 10.86 11.27 9.1 5.05 .
. R - 58 .88.24 * Percentags Deviation | 0.03 -0.90 1.33 -4.77° 2.33 2.1 ~ 110
, * Proportion Correct ° .89 .89 .96 .84 90 .95 .98
. ' Delta . ' 7.99 8.12 5.79 8.95 7.95 6.31 4.65
. |
f .
o\ ' . v
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Chi-Square
Item No. Rank+Order Chi-Squage . Chinese 1 Chi.ne‘se 2 Spanish Japanese Arabic African Gersanic
33 18 426.72 Percentage Deviation . 19.42 25.96 -11.95 -19.02  -13.56 -22.26 18.86
- _— :{poﬂhn_mroet' 62~ .66 .57 41 .43 A4S .84
. ta ) 11.76 11.37 12.29 1 13.87 13.75  13.46 9.04
. * e“gl»
34 48 136.94 Percentage Deviation 1-38 -0.50 -0.81 3.96 -0.56  =7,47 3.3
. Proportion Correct .84 = .83 .91 .85 .80 .81 .98
. 3 Delts . 9.03 9.25 7.77 8.81 9.62 9.50 5.05
35 40 194,98 Percentage Deviation 2.41 1.79 -0.69 5.56° ' -3.85  -9.31 .1.19
Proportion Correct .93 .93 .95 .95 .86 - .85 .98
’ Delta 7.10 7.22 6.46 6.35 8.69 8.85 4.50
£ ) ®
36 29 273.01 Pekcentage Devistion 10.57 9.55 -8.71 -0.35 ., -4.08 -17.33 9.31
Proportion Correct .79, .78 .75 .70 .66 .64 .94
. Delta ' 9.84 9.89 10.35 10.93 11.41 11,62 6.74
37 46 . 152.04 - Percentage Deviation 4.49 6.47 -2.49 -10.77 4.3  -2.88 2.66
J Proportion Correct \ .83 .85 .88 .70 .79 .83 97 ¢
. Delta 9.19 8.91 8.26 - 10.93 9.72 9.14 5.28
38 52 122.40 Percentage Deviation 5.05 4.26 -6.37 -1.18 5.21 3.27 -8.48
. Proportion Correct .68 . .68 .74 .63 .25 .75 .77
. » Delts _11.10 11.12 10.45 11.68 11.50  10.32,  10.00
39 3% 257.79 Percentage Deviation -2.84 -0.32% -2.58° 16.43 -0.22 -16.16 3.97
. Proportion Correct .75 1 .85 .89 .75 .69 .94
Delta, : . 10.29 . 10.04. 8.90 8.09  -10.36 10.98 6.62
» .
40 56 93.11 Percentage Deviation -1:16 1.67 3.3 -3.99 -3.06 -2,19 5.19
. Proportion Correct .74 .76 .86 .71 71 .78 .91
Delta 10.41 10.21 8.70 10.75 . 10.80 9.95 7.69
o Y, ! ' .
41 Pexr % 117,40 , Percentage Deviation i -1.70 -2.42 -4,08 4.86 9.36 25,68 3.71
’ Proportion Correct _ .70 - .70 .82 .73 .73 .74 .94
. ‘ Delts 10.95 10.96 9.40 10.56 10.52 10.39 6.74
42 45 172.09, Peycentage Deviation -7 15 -5.18 * 7.04 2.45 6.80 -7.99 5.40
: Proportion Correct - . ;9\ N 3 v 92 .76 .78 .75 .95
- Dglta : 10.90 10.69 7.36 10.13 9.94  10.34 6.43
43 55 102.18 Pefcentage Deviation 3.45 4.87 -5.07 1.86 -5.53 1.78 -3.65
Proportiom Correct .86 .87 .85 .84 .77 .89 .89
Delta ' 8.56 8.40 8.85 9.02 10.07 8.17 _8.18
\‘1. - 1 ‘) ° X
V) / 4
11 . ‘114
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Chi-Square ' . . N . .,
Item No. Rank—-Order Chi-Square Cl':iﬁes'e 1  Chinese 2 /Sjgnish Japanese Arabic African  Germanic
44 59 81.37 Percentage Deviation " 5,45 2.97 -4.85 -2.81 -0.79 ~1.26 2.98°
_ Proportion Correct - .67 . .66 77 .60 59 '.72 .91
, Delta S L 11.26 11.38 . 10.05 11.95 12.15 J0.72 7.73
45 57 92.39 Percentage Deviatiom ' 6.86 4.9 -5.76 -2.72 -1.12 0.30 -1.72
' Proportion Correct .59 .58 .66 .53 .51 N\ .63 .75
Delta ° 12.10 12.16 11.33 12.76 12.89 11,67 10.26
46 “32 260.72 Percentage Deviation 5.66 5.66 -8.6Y -2.17 -2.93 2.33 0.78
Proportion Correct .87 .87 .85 « .79 .76 w91 .97
Delta 8.53 8.46 8.91 9.79 10.15 - 7.58 5.39
47 60 - 80.49 Percentage Deviation 2.14 -1.Ys -1.71 ~8.25 ° 6.54 6.86 -0.95
y -Proportion Sorrect - .68 .66 .81 + 260 .66° .80 .88
\i{" Delta - ’ \\ 11.19 11.39 9.50 12.05 ~ .11.35 9.62 8.28
48 43 179.61 Percentage Devistion \\5.;2 1.01 10.18  19.29  -12.52  18.92 -5.19
Proportion Correct . .48 .51 .70 .59 . .62 ¢ _4s .66
Delta y 13.21 12.89 10,89 12,10 _ 13.81 13.43 11,3
. . ‘ 4 3
49 30 271.23 %1 Percentage Deviation 10.75 9.28 -6.95 -12.77 1.52 -1.64 1.04
o Proportion Correct . .85 .84 .82 .66 .75 .82 .93
Delta 8.94 9.07 9.39 142 . 10.38 9.39 7.06
. N * P ‘ :
" 50 24~ 344.43 « Percentage Deéviation 11,78 10.99 -1.59 -5.31 .-0.69  -24.98 6.61
Proportion Correct .75 .75 .78 .63 .65 .55, .89
.- . Delta 10.27 10.29 ~10.00 11.69 11.53 12.51 8.4
. 5t 23 / s7.21 €. Percentags Deviation 19.92 19.77 -4.73¢ " -12.83 0.64  -26.96 2.13
. Proportion Correct " .86 .66 .69 47 .51 47 .82
Delta . 11.39 11.3% 11.01 13.36 12.93 13.34" 9.38
. \_ - N ) I'4 . A . . A .\
.52 38 213.97 Percentage Deviation 16.68 14.29 -12.02 ~13.31 10.82 -4.75 -2.93
‘ . Proportion Correct 551 .50 .56 .37 NN Sl 71
N . Delta 12,96 13,02 12.41 14,40 13,70 12.95 10.85
. . N Tt - .-. .
53 27 309.14 Percentage Deviatipn 15.24 13.14 \ -1.15 -17.73 6.00  -20.81 4.55
Proportion Correct .72 J1 ' .75 .51 .64 .55 .86
Delta * 10.64 . 10.75 10.28 12,94 11.62 ‘12.51 ' 8.77
54 36 250.36 p.,c.,,;.',. Deviasion . 10.54 7.99 -2.89 -1.31 -7.05 ,-11.16 ~0.50
. Proportion Correct , +86 ., -84 .87 .76 .70 - .75 .93
. 4 Delta - 8.72 8.99 8.58 10.21 ' 10.96 10.31 - 7.09
. E . ﬂ \{_n - ., »‘!
(] . = - - » 3“ l ’
~ _ 3 . '
Q ‘ . . ) : “ 1 =
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Chi-Square . ) v
Iteg No. Rank-Order Chj-Square Chinesel Chinese 2  Spanish  Japanese Arabic African Germanic
- N ot :
55 33 258,01 - Percentage Deviation 9.32 9.05 -3.54 -4.07 -0.61  -11.58 -0.47
Proportion Corrsct .82 .82 .85 1 1 74 .93
Delta 9.42 9.41 8.82 - 10.85 10.83 10.52 6.95
56 47 141,49 Percentage Deviation 3.19 6.29 -3.00 2.95 -1.55  -12780 3.82
: Proportion Cérrect .69 . .7 .81 .69° .63 .67 96,
Delta 11.05 _ 10.76 9.53 11.14 1.77 11.31 6.90
. A N .
57. 41 184.89 Percentage Deviation ** ‘~3.58 - -9,31 3.63 16.48 -z\.{;o -23.68 14.15
- Proportion Correct * e p .39 .64 .50 N0 .39 .80
. Delta , 13.94 14.15 11.68 13,13 < 14.13 14.16. 9.76
58 T 19 412,44 Percentage Deviation 14.13 21.14 ~26,92 -2.24 -7.30 -0%11 9.66
. Proportion Correct .56 .60 .51 - .48 .43 .61 .86
' K74 Delta 12.38 11.97 12.94 13,31 13:86 11.98 8.66
1,
59 - 12 516.41 Percentage Deviation 5.32 6.46 4.97 7.91 0.32  -37.65 7.29
. . Proportion Cofrect .60 .61 81 .61 .55 .42 .91
J Delta 12.03 11.91 9.61  *11.96 12.69 13.84 7.78
60 28 303.03 ' Percentsge Deviation / 8.77 - 11.06 -11.37 6,52 -4,05  -14.28. 2,56
\ . Proportidn Correct .74 .75 75 J3 0 .6k .66 .91
. Delts’ “Hjgk . - 10.51 10.29 10.50 10.7f - 1177 11.41 .  7.63
b YR .. L k2 =
B ’ | g 4
‘ e":)’y‘ L : - -~ ) ’,
r
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.
PR
* v
. L
L3 . ‘
\ L
-1 18
A
. -
1 ' . : <« *
115 ”
o P P

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

L

>




‘. \J
r *
. s
. . . -
L Administration II (Form BTF11)
, ) TOEFL Section I: ' Listening Comprehension
= L4
. Chi-Square ' : )
Item No. Rank-Order Chi-Square Chinese 1  Chinese 2 Spanish Japanese Arakjic African Germanic
1 T8 77.89 Percentage Deviation 0.85 2.27 -3.84 3.57 -1.96  -1.65 0.0
Proportion Correct .85 .85 .86 .88 .83 .80 .95
Delts 8.89 . 8.80 8.73 8.33 " 9.23 9.6l b.46
2 46 77,70 \ Percentage Deviation 1.77 4.73 0.57 +  -5.69 1,59  -7.13 . 0.4
Proportion Correct .70 1 .79 .66 - .71 .60 T .94
Deita 10.88 10.78 9.77 11.33  .10.75 - 12.00 6.86
3 TR 115.38 Percentage Deviation 1.25 1.95 -0.49 6.97 . 1.41 -27.01 0.0
) Proportion Correct .68 .68 .76 73 07 .69 .47 .89
Delta 11.13 1k.18 *° 10.71 10.55 10.97  13.28 8.12
s 34 122,08 Percentage Deviation 3.16 - 5.50 5.69 -3.80 .73 ~-22.12 0.0
e Proportion Correct .76 .77 . .85 72, .73. - .55 .93
. © ~ Delta 10,20 10.08 8.81  *10.71-"* 10.52  12.45 7.15
P . . ,
5 48 69.11 Percentage Deviation 2.62 3.04 -3.30 -4.20 .. 7.00 <11.04 0.0
Proportion Correct .53 .51 . .64 Sl . .58 41 89 .
. \ Delts 12.74 12.87, *11.60 12.93 12,217 13.96 8.10
6 5 323.57 Percentage Deviation 0.19 0.9 -2.25  -22.66 1130  37.54 0.0
. ) Proportion Correct .66 . 64 .75 .52 w75 .82 .96
Delta 11.37 11.58 10.25 12.80 * .« 10.29 9.28 5.98
7 10 238,99 Percentage Deviation 6.15 12.85 Y 11.32  -10.47 6.86 0.0
Proportion Correct .69 .72 .68 73, ™ .59 .46 .79
Delts 11.04 10.65 11.18°  10.51 12.0 13.44 9.75 -
T 8. 13 208.50 Percentage Deviation 13.11 9.47 -11.42 » =432+ -f317 1.1 £ 0.0
Proportion Carrect ) .78 T4 .67 .66 .61 .75 .84
Delta €, 9.93 - 10.39 11.20 11.32. - 11.86  10.27 9.03
. ’ . L.
- . .
9 - 28 135.78 Percentage Deviation 7.95 8.09 0.18 -4.82 -~6.58 -11.26 0,0
< Proportion Correct .75 P74 7 ¢ 67 .66 . . .59 .89
. Delta 10.35 *10.44 10.00 11.27 .11.40 12.11 .  B.04
N . ! k)
10 39 94.41 Percentage Deviation -5.86. -1.84 3.51 -9.16 12.32  -8.39 0.0
Proportion Corract .49 .50 Y67 .49 .62 .48 .82
Delta 13.07 12.96 11.24 13.10 11.80° 13.19 9.28
11N ‘ v o Ay
Q' ( ll.. }
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) ‘Chi-Square . - o
Item No. Rank-Order Chi-Square -
11 3 409.23 Percentage Deviation * 16.23
i . . Proportion Correct .70
B Delts . - 10.87
12 25 140.88 Percentage Deviation . 2.93
Proportion Correct .51
o Delta 12.92
13 43 5. 8242 Percentage Deviation -1.85
. Proportion Correct .42
Delta 13.82
14 44 '81.24 Percentage Deviation -1.06
Proportion Correc .64
Delta ' M.s3
, 15 14 200.38 Percentage Deviation -3.52
. - Y Proportion Correct o 49
' Delts P 13.07
16 37 113.78 s Percentage Deviation 5.69
Proportion Correct .54
. Delta 12.63
17 32 123.51 Percentags Deviation 4.14
- . . Proportion Correct .53
. ® e * Delta 12,74
18 33 123.15 Yercentage Deviation 1.10
) _Proportion Correct .34
“Delta y 14.67
19 23 149,26 Percentage Deviation . -8.64
N . . Proportion Correct .24
Deélta . 15.82
.20 ‘ " 251.24 Parcentags Deviation -14,69
Proportiom Correct .25
. Muf . 15.64
€. . . =
- .
O
rrRIC 121 .
' s e

16.47
.69
10.99

7.84
.52
12.82

-15.84 -
.59
12.05

-9.69
.57
12,28

3.12
.58
12,16

-1.27
717
10.08

2,08
.66
11.32

0.83
.66
711,35

4.71
.65
11.46

-2.34
46
13.37

-0.36
.42
13.82

-6.10
.41
13.93

4.39
. .64
11,53

16.09
.59
12.07

13.34

.50
12.99

-0.83
.66
11.32
&

-1.11
«52

12.79°

-13.10
.45
13.45

-14.01
.45
13.54

~22.41
.27
15.44

8.57
.30
15:07

15.34
.36

14.42

.
’

Y 4
’Chinese] Chinese 2 Spanish Japanesé  Arabic African Germanic
N
0.0
.93
7.12

-26.92 22.06
.45 .69
13.45 < 3#1.06
-9.02 -14.18
.47 39
13.27 14.16
14,35 _-1.74
- .39 ™ .38
14.10 14.19
-3.00 17.62
.65 .68
11.48 11.16
13.47
.61
11.84
-0.18 .
.54
12.56
-7.49
.49
13.15
21.31
- .45
13.52  15.06

12.48

11.65 *

0.0
.72
10.70
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, Chi-Square, > . S . L. ’
Item No. Rank-Order Chi-Square Chinese 1 Chinese 2 Spanish  Japanese Ara!gic African GM .
21, T 124,31 Peicentlige Deviation 474 -5.50 339 6.4l 159
* Proportion Correct .82 .80 .93 .92 .87
\ Delts 9.39 9.57 - 6.99 7,39 8.4
. * 4
22 40 9%.84 Percentage Deviation 1,89 4,47 =2.96 1.82 35,16
Proporticn Correct .90 .92 .90 I .91 .84
- Delta - ) 7.33 . 7,96 7.64 - 9.02
23 49 63.37, *  Percentage Deviation 1.08 “ -0.89 -0.08 2.78 0.02 -6 '
Proportigu Correct .87 .84 © .91 .89 ".86 L. .99,
. - Delta 8.51 8.95 7.63 . 8.06. 8.66 . 10.07 4,16 -
T2 ‘8 253:88 Perentage Deviation 2754 3.66 -0.23 871 * -4.37 -2371 . 00
Proportion Correct ° .85 .85 88 ¢ 91 .79 60 ¢ .93 ,
Delta ) 8.91 8.92 8.24 7.67 . 9.80 11,95 6.99 'g .
. . ® . 3 . ’l Y
25 . 16 190,77 Percentage Deviation + -6.80 -4 ,42 1.97 11.04 3.26 - -13.60 .0.0 ot
Proportiocn- Correct - -1 W72 .86 .86 .79 = - .98
: *  Delta ‘ . 10.79 T 10.71 8.61 . 4d.69 9.71 _ 1L.81 = .58 -
. -p - " ‘
26 29 130,99 ‘Fercentage Devistion -0.4b -2.57 1.83 - -10.97 ~ 10;10 = 4.62 0.0 . N
- ) Proportion Correct .68 .66 .81 62 .18 65" .97 .
. Delta / © 11,09 11,40 9.45 11:73° 9.96 g 11.61 5.49 .
< - 4 - . - i ' : ’
27 1 681./05 Percentage Deviation "2.16 12.71 3.89 . 11%7 -23/05 | -42.05 0.0 .
- Proportion Correct .84 " .84 .87 85 .59 1. .42 97 -
Delta - . 8.96 9,08 8.49 8.85 12.14 , 13.80 5.72
w/ 4 LI -
28 22 "153.43 Percentage Deviation -0.70 0.50 , =3449 .13 -9.47  30.84 o.g
~ Proportion Correct .68 | .68 .76 R A 63 . .83 . .96
. Delta T 11.12 11.16 * 10.23 10.82 11.65 . 9.14 6,21 -
’ - ~ .- . . . <
29 .o1n 237,52° PArentsge Deviation -8.89 -9.43 9.96  -8.44 15.5:?"0 ~2.35 0.0
* ’ ttion Correct 59 .57 .84 61, M .58 .96 .
.. ta . , 12.10 12,25 9.01 11,93 9.99 12,1% 6.21
. v - T - e, * .
30 2 427,81 Percentage Davistion -12,26 -12.01 11.97  -26,10 20.38 ., 36.67 0.0
. . Propottion Correct . 48 47 .78 Ny .20 * .66 .92 .
Delta 7 13,22 ™, 34 9,88 * 13,84 10,93°  11.38 7.44 ~
¥ N
° ]
a [p ] a -
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‘ Chi-Sqoareé ' ) . -
Item No Rank-Order Chi-Square ~~ 3 Chinese 1  Chinese 2 Spanish _ Japanese Arabic African Germanic
— Y
3 g2 . 148.55 . centage Deviation -3.52 -3%s7 -9.36 ' 4.33 10.08 8,32 0.0
. - Proportion Correct .64 .63° .71 N .76 .65 .92
o, v Delta 11.52 11.68 10.74 10.74  ©10.22  I1.46 1.47
2 7 T+ 265.23, Percentage Deviation -15.10 -28.12 5.62 16.63 17.91 0.67 0.0
. . Proportion Correct .42 .35 .65 .59, .61 .45 .92
) ta ’ 13.83 . 14,58 11.50 - 12.08 11.87 13,48 7.36
1 1 -
33 38 . 100.57 Percentage Deviation 6.34 9.13 -12.39 -7.96 6.01 2.72 0.0
Proportion Correct .58 .58 .57 S1 .59 .52 .67
Delta 12.19 . 12,15 12.34 12.86 12.06  12.79 11.19
, 3, 19 ) 175.90 Percsntage Deviation 0.07 3.65 11.21 -25.21 7.75  -0.04 0.0
y p  [Proportion Correct , 47 .48 .70 .37 .54 .41 .g8
. » " . Delta 13.26 13.24 10.94 14.34 12.56  13.89 8.27
£
kL 20 . :170.82 Percentage Deviation -16.54 -24,80 11,82 -6.25 22.74 6.28 0.0
. . - Proportion Correct .23 .20 .50 .28 .40 .26 .75
. ’ Delts 15.91 16.33 12,97 15.35 14.06  15.62 10.28
36" 4 " 350.17 . Percentage Deuistion’ -25.82 -23.38 8.84  29.45 8.83  -3.01 0.0
: ., ~ Proportion Correct .40 .61 .7 1 ' .61 .49 .84
+ . Delta _14.01 13.95 10.84 10.74 1.89  13.10 8.94
2 ' - - . -
37 30 129.10 ' Percentage Devistion -3.39 -1.81 2.62 4.93 6.62  -8.50 0.0,
' o Proportion Correct .75 .70 .88 .83 83 .66 .97
Delta 10.33 10. 82, 8.24 9.26 .11 11.31 5.16
" 38 . 221 159.56 Percentage Deviation -5.04 ~5.58 -8.47 17.36 6.15  -9.25 0.0
Proportion Correct - .53 .51° .61 .67 .61 .46 .73
. Dalta 12.72 12.87 11.93 11.26 11.87  13.39 10.59
- »~ N M N . .
39 15 199.74 . Barcentage tion 5.80 7.22 1.96 -8.99 . 8.25 -36.88 0.0
: Proportion Correct .65 .64 .75 57 7 69 .36 788
‘ Delta 1.47 11.53 10.32 12.27 11.02  14.42 8.30
40 35 . 118.62 Percentage Deviation -2.10 -7.25 0.15 -3.22 1.75  26.24 0.0
- . ' Proportion Correct .64 .59 .76 .64 .68 .75 .93
B . Delta 11.61 = 12.07 10.24 11.54 11.14  10.27 7.15
< - ’, l
b}
" = 0
Q : 1 ~ 6.
- -
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- Chi-Square : ]
Item No. Rank~Order Chi-Square Chinese 1 Chinese 2 Spanish Japanese Arabic African Germanjc
. ' ~ :'__ » .
41 47 73.79 Percentage Deviation 2,46 -3.17 2.94 -5.26 «0.11 -6.65 0.0
. Proportion Correct .66 .61 .78 .63 .67 .64 .93 ‘
. . Delta 11.33 11.84 - 9.87 11.72°  11.26  11.58 R .
o ) - )
42 12 226.16 Percentags Deviation 6.42 1.59 6.18 ~14,59 -9.72 23.96 0.0
- Proportion Correct .71 .67 .82 .59 .62 .77 .93 3 R
. Delts ., 10,73 ' 11,23 ! 9.30 12.14 11.78 10.10 6.96 o
Y-
43 6 269.75 Percentage Deviation 8.57 5.42. ~10.59 14.92  -17.49° 1.98 0.0
' Proportion Correct .70 .67 .66 .75 .54 .01 .86
Delta . 10. 92 11,26 11.30 . 10.25 12.57 ° 11.84 8.7,
“ . 189.65 Percentage Deviation ° -9.07 -4.40 -13,05  41.73  -2.84 -27.18, 0.0
/ . Proportion Correct ,32 233 - 3 .51 .35 .25 .62
. Delta 14,88 14,75 16.29 12.90 14.49 15.73 11.80
. ' ¥ . . . ' -
.45 . 41 84.16 Parcentdge Deviation -1.05 ,  -0.30 3.21 -5.80 -6.13  23.63 0.0 4
’ ' Proportion Corrsct .47 .47 59 o 46 46 .55 .70 [}
r Delts 13.29 13.32 12,13 13.42 13.36 12.47 10.92 ¢
- f . . [ 8
46 26 140.41 . Percentage Deviation 16.25 - 9,93 10.86 -5.43 -20.11 -29.02 0.0
< Proportion Correc .48 .45 .t .49 .40 .33 .29 .57 .
< . Delta , - 13.17 13.46 13.10 14,05 14.73 15.22 12.31
47 18 17993 Percentage Deviation -8.39 -11.01 3.99 -5.77 4.59° 38.89 . 0.0 -
f . ' Proportion Correct ' .52 .49 .73 .55 .62 - .71 .94 'y
A Delta 12,84 13.10 10.58 12.55 11.80 10.83 *  6.90 ‘
. v N - L] . .
48 27 13.29 . . Percentage Deviation =3.74 -7.36 - 18.68 4/2.69 -1.33 -17.90 0.0
Proportion Correct ° A1 .39 .63 .43 .45 .34 .68
X Delta - - : , 13.87 14.09 11.72 13.72 13.54 14.69 11.11
49 50 56.19 Pexcentage Deviation -2.06 ~1.62 . =4.72 3.47 3.42 6.59 . 0.0
. ‘Proportion Correct .46 J6 .60 .51 . .53 .46 .82 .
Delta c 13.36 13.45 12,03 12.92 . 12.75 13.41 9.27 .
50 2 83.12 * Percentage Deviation C a1 6.76 1.61 . -11.14  -3,000 13.18 0.0
; Proportion-Correct .47 . .49 .62 .43 .49 .49 .82
Delta 13.27 13.10 1.83 13.71 13.17 13.17 9.37
5° e ‘ ‘
)=~ - . y
. A ' , [a X ®
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Adninistration II (Form BTFll) g ¢ e - .
- TOEFL Sectiom IT: Structure and Written Expression ~ -
[ ] . * . .
. Chi-Square » . !
-Ttem No. Rank-Order Chi-Square Chinesel Chinese 2 Spanish Japanese Arabic Africary  Germanic
1 17 203.50 Percentage Deviation -7.78 -8.15 -0.33. 7.87 " 6.04 3.75 0.73
' Proportion Correct .78 .78 .86 .92 .86 . 94 196
Delta - 9.86 9.95 8.63 7.41 8.66 _.6.78 5.93
* . . R
2 29 127.84 ‘ Perdentage Deviation 4.56 3.47 -2.16 -2.90 -0.62 '-2.55 1.27°
. Progortion Correct .92 .91 .87 .86 .84 .90 .95
. Delta - 7.28 7.62 8.49 8.72 902 7.83 6.58
3 {31 121.23 Percentage Deviation -4.01 -6.26 3.46 2.58 1.92 2.20 1.22
: Proportitn Correct - .84 .82 .92 .90 .86 .95 .98
Delta 8.99 9.37 7.42 7.86 3 8.75 6.55 5.09
4 14 " 277.9 Percentsge Devistion . 6.41 2.57 " 9.41 9.82  -12.41  -16.06 ~7.78
. Proportion Correct .79 .75 .84 .82 .5 .60 .69 B2
Delta + - .. 9.82, 10.25 9.08 9.41 11.95 11.06 9,33
. - { R
-5 37 84.58 Percentage Deviation 2.22 3.11 ’ -0.83 1.93 ~4.82 -3.74 =0.11
L : Proportion Correct ' .93 .93 .90 .92 .82 91 - .97
’ Delts I 7.20 7.04 7.85 7.31 9.28 7.67 5.36
2
i €
6 27, , 140.70 Percentage Deviation 0.25 -0.30 -8.69 9.93 -5.62 2.87 2.30
. Proportion Corresct T4 . .73 .70 .82 .64 .85 .93
Delta . 10,40 10.53 10.91 9.40 3 11,54 8.80 \ 7.09
7 3t 174.79 Percentage Deviation -0.75 -0.52 11.71  -11.41 1.73 -1.27 -0.36
: o Proportion Correct .75 .75 .88 .68 74 .82 .90
‘ O _ Delta 10.27 10.29 8.26 11.18 10.46 9.35 7.83
8 34 115.43 Percentage Deviation 5.95 5.30 -2.07 -7.47 5.89  -12.10 -0.28
) b Proportion Correct .64 .63 .63 .56 * .58 .62 .81
. Delta 11.62 11.72 11.64 12.39 12.15 11.79 9.42
9 24 155.93 Pexrcentage Deviation -4.64 -7.70 -7.11 11.45 - 1.04 10.30 1.40
Proportion Correct, .65 .62 .67 J1 0 .62 .89 .92
. Delta 11.43 11.73 11.24 10.06 11.80 8.17 7.44
10 35 97.84 Percentage Deviation -3.23 -2.97 -2.58 8.19  .-5.96 1.90 3.23
Proportion Cdrrect .57 .57 .63 .65 , .48 .76 .91
. - Delta 12.25 12.34 - 11.65 11.44 13.18 10.13 7.52
. . ‘ .
Q 10 ’
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11,15
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Chi-Square ' <
Item No. M“r’ Chi-5quare Chinese 1  Chinese 2 Spanish Japanese Arapic African Germanic
n 6 460.3  Percentage Deviation -23.98 -23.09 ‘18.11- -6.71  16.43  16.87
Proportion Correct .43 .43 .75 e S4 .59 .81
" Delta 13.66 , 13,68 10.33 12,58 12.06 9.48
12 . 4 521.17 Percentage Deviation -8.46 -6.88 29.10 -11.84  -21.01  -8,85
Proportion Correct , .49 .48 .77 .48 ¢ .35 N7
Delta 13.15 13.16 10.02 13.23 14,49  11.55
13 - 23 157.98 °  Percentage Deviation -3.31 3.635 -8.56 0.57 5.04 -10.58
Proportion Correct .39 .41 »43 .42 .39 .47
. Delta 14.09 13.86 13.66 13.84 14.09  13.28
14 9 384.00 Percentage Deviaticn 26.36 25.18 -8.11  -12.53  -24.74 -18.40
. N Proportion Correct .61 .59 49 7 82 .31 .50
% Delts 11.92 12.06 13.07 13.76 14.95  13.03
. o~ . . Vi
15 % 1 629.26 Percentags Deviation +41.35 -42.80 37.05 _-13.64 13.71 13.67-
, Proportion Correct L2l .20 .32 .37 .58 -
. Delta 16.25 ° 16.35 14.89 14.3T  12.23
16 8 416.81 Percentage Deviation 6.09 5.61 707  -5.85 -23.80
. _Proportion Cerrect .90 490 J9 777 .68
Delts . 7.82 7.97 7.64 10.12  11.16
17 18 - 193.83 Percentage Deviation -6.83 _  -B.4S 2.53 - 153  7.60 3.9
Proportion Correct .79 .78 .89 .87 .87 .95
Delta -8 9.73 9.96 8.12 8.56 8.50 6.47
| 4 N
18 15 '« 251.99 Percentage Deviation 3.30 2.47 -10.73 4.10 3.37 1.16
. Proportion Correct .94 .93 .81 .94 .90 .96
- - Delta 6.89 7.22 9,48 6.72 7.99 6.20
19 13 289,41 Percentage Deviation ~ 5.23° 6.25 -8,77 4.66 0.73  -9.58.
Proportion Correct . .92 .93 .80 .92 .83 .84
s .#~  Delta 7.31 7.16 9.60 7.49 9.15 9.10
, .
20 20 180.17 Percentags Deviation “ 4.48 1.17 -10.62 2,23 1.61 2.15
’ - Proportion Correct .91 .88 .79 .89 .83 .96
- Deltas 7.60 8.35 9.85 8.06 9.28 6.20
I N 4
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’ICht\—Square - ) .
Item No. Rank-Order- Chi-Square Chinese 1 - Chinesé 2 Spanish gyJapanese. Arabde African Germanic
21 40 64.38 Percentage Deviation -2.69 -2.33 0.91 -0.17  1.37 3.93 1.00"
., Proportion Correct .84 .83 . .88 .86 .81 .96 .98
* Delta 9.09 9.11 " 8.39 8.72 9.45 6.10 5.0 - - . _ .
22 39 67.67 Percentage Deviation 0.55 -1.15 -1.64 -1.78 3.52 ' o0.641 0.45
. Proportion Correct .79 .77 .79 .78 .76 .88 .94 ¢
Delta 9.75 10.02 9.73 9.98  10.28 8.39 6.69
23 36 95.42 Percentage Deviation 1.38 1.25 -5.40 0.13 -2.11 3.31 2.54
Proportion Correct .77 .77 .74 .77 .« .68 .88 .96
Delta 9.99 10.08 10.39 10.08  11.13 | 8.21 6.21 e
24 28 131.04 -Percentage Deviation 3.65 2.50 -0.26 1.16 -4.79.  -4.65 -0.40
. . Proportion Correct .88 .87 .85 .86 A4 .88 .97
. Delta - 8.26 8.56 8.81 8.69  10.47 8.30 5.86 - y
25 7, 454 .82 Percentage Deviation 8.90 9.88 -9.70 13.62  -6.80  =20.25 -5.72
3 Proportion Correct .86.. .86 .73 .« .90 .69 .68 .86 ,
. Delta . 8.68 8.62 10.60 7.93  "11.03 11.14 8.76 1
L d
26 2 554.69 Percentage Deviation 10.35 15.38 ~10.96 3.71 1.80° 77 4.26  -20.08 ¥
Proportion Correct .82 . 86 .67 77 1 .84 7 .68
+ Delta U 9.30 8.76 11.23 10.p2  10.85 9.10 11.16
o !
21 11 352.45 | Percentage Deviation 21.49 20.48 -15.66 -7.01 -13.49 -2.11 -4.55
Proportion Correct .80 .79 .57 61 1% .54 70 175 L
. Delta 9.64 9.79 12.29 \11.87. '12.70 10.89 10.33 .
s . .
28 3 549.99 Percentage Deviation -1.58 1.71 -8.01 19.45  1.00 -28.67 2.01
¢ .Proportion Correct .72 .74 .70 .88 .67 .60 .94
. . Delta * 10.63 19542 10.95 8.28 11.35 12.02 6.81
29 ' 26 142.89 ‘ Percentage Deviation 5.89 6.12 3.59 -2.03 -15.47 0.72 0.03
Proportion Correct .75 .74 .77 .70 .55 .81 .90
Delta . 10.35 10.42 10.10 10.96 --12.55 9.48 7.98
30 25 146.73 Percentage Deviation -9.37 -9.29 11.34 -2.65 ' -~0.01 6.14 .3.717
Proportion Correct .52 .51° .71 .57 .53 .74 .86 *
. . Delta . 12.82 12.87 10.87 12,36 12.81 10.41 ..« 8.63
- "\~ -
. (a] - M
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Item No. Rank-Order. Chi-Square L. Chineii 1l Chinese 2 " Spanish Japanese Arabic African Germanic
* 31 ) 10 - 358,72 Percentage Devistion ¢ 13.80 16.06 ~-31.10 ~-6.09 12.96 7.40 -5.55
. Proportion Correct .67 .68 .43 .55 .62 JIT .70
* Delta ’ 11.26 11,17 13,78 "12.47 11.82 10.78 10.91
q ‘ : .
32 38 69.76 Pexcentags Deviation 0.73 ' 1.54 -1,62 ~5.74 2.04 6.66 -0.07
Proportion Correct ° -67- .67~ .10 .63 +63 .83 .89
. Delta . 11.26 11.27 10.91 11,64 11.76 9.14 a1
- g N - Al > * ) .
33 19 ~183.59 Pexcentage Deviation - -9.14 -=8.08 ©o- 10.36 '=0.23 -5.91 20.23 | -1.28
. Proportion Correct .42 .42 .61 , -48 .39 .76 .80
i Delta - 13.79- 13.82 11,97 13.23 1%.23 10.13 . 9.65%
S ) ' : . . .
34 33 116.91 Percentage Deviation -8.46 ~1.17 2.61 Q34 7.66 5.95 < 1.43
- ' Proportion Correct 47 a7 . .60 .53 0 .50 .70 .82
. ) Delta 13,27 13:27 , 12,05 12,72 13.11  10.89 . 9.38
. . . . ) - R Ly .
L35, 30 122,55 Percentage Devistion - "-0.39 -’ -10.12 14,35 ° .-0.47 13,43 3.69 ¢
Proportion Correct . 45 . . .48 .53 *.62 .66 .71
= ‘Delta |, | R 13,51 13.73} B 13.33 - 12,74 13.9 11.39 19;‘87
' . s Coa ’ e -
36 ° 12 . 308.06 Percentage Deviation .- 19,57 7 16.69 "¢ 40.50  -28.15 =3.30 «16.44 5.17
- . .61 .58 -160 - .38 46 . .56 5 -88
B R 11,89 12.24 2,15 14,27 13.62 12432 *. 8,32
. . . [ -
37- -12.14 7 -3.32 30,04 -8.26  -19.13 ° 12.45 -1.78
32 34 .- 59 34 .28 .56 ' .66
, 14, 14.60 12.26 /-14.64 . 15.58 12,42 11.48
3s Perceitage Devhcion - 4 3.5 -1.97 -8.72 -1.95 11.03  36.47 -12.33
Proportion Corract .36 . .33 , .40 +35 .38 %65 «55
¢ o Delta ~ 14,48 14.74 14.17 14.55 14 .46 11,51 12.56
39 Percentage Devistion -9.60 -0.28 7.5 -13.75  14.00 - -17,05 ,  6.72
Proportion Correct . .29 .31 .44 .28 .35 .36 ‘. 64
. . Wﬂ ‘ 15.27 14,97 13,75 - 15.33 14.72 14,41 11.59
40 Percentage Deviation . -47.68 «39.65 T 22.72 -32.37 =361 97.99° 10.87
Proportion Cbrrect - .10 a1t .34 .13 .20 .56 49,
- , . Ddu' 18.20 17.91 14.76 17.52’ 16.62 - 12:38 13.14
LT - — *
7 I3 . ’
' - ;, - , . N (‘) :)\
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- . Administration IT (Form BTF11) °
” TOEFL Section III: Reading Comprehension and Vocabulary
Chi-Square A% .
Item No. Rank-Order Chi-Square - Chinesé 1  Chinese 2 Spanzsh Japanese  Arabic African
1 59 69.63 Percentage Deviation -0.90 0.57 -0.44 -1.53 3.25 ~~2.98 .
Proportion Correct .91 .92 .92 .87 .89 .90 -
™ Delta 7.68 7.36 7.26 8.54_ . 8.17 7.83
2 20 272.43. Percentage Deviation 2.76 3.50 2,63° -9,33 -2.06 © 1,30
Proportion Correct .96 .97 .97 .80 .83 .97
Delta . 5.81 5.54 5.30 9.65 9.20 5.5
.t -
3 11 . 442,39 Percentage Deviation e ¥ Y -7.30 9.89 -5.68 7.98 ' -8.65
) < Proportion Correct .78 .78 -.95 .73 J9 79
Delta 9,92 9.95 6.36 10.54 9.73 9,77
4 36 178.06  _ Percentage Deviation .1.84 -1.68 . 4.26 -12.39 .11 1.67
. Proportion Correct ° .70 .68 ' ™ 16 55 v, .86 . .73
) : Delta . 10.85 11.16", ‘ -10. v 12:49 11,30 10.5
. . N R . - . : v
‘3‘ ' 23 . 251.47 s .Percentage Deviation .54 -2.37 © 9,76 . -9,33 s =2,81 5.46
' - Proportion Correct .85 .85 - — 98- .72 74 .94
Delta o 8.92 8.92 5.03 10.61 10.48 6.71
6. 6 591.17 Percentage Deviat ion 2.93 5.66 -21.27 5.78  1.40  8.91
- Proportion Correct .88 ..90 .69 .82 73 .96
y Delta ;.-7 7.86 30.99 9.37 10.51  .5.89
7 46 . 134.51 ‘Percentage Deviation -3, -3.83 3.41 -1.67 -~ 3.76 4.78
. ) Proportion Correc .88 .87 .95 .85 .87 .97
e - - . Delta . C - 8.38 ~“ 8,43 6.23 8.88 8.58 5.41
- t
8 19 . 306.45 Percentage Deviation -1.08 1.04 3.00 11,13 -14.8k  30.92
Proportion Correct - - .66 .67 T4 .64 s .92
Delta 11,35 11.20 10.45 11,54 13,53 7.26
9 38 "176.81 Percentage Deviation -7.55 =9.98 9.12 . -2.66 14.46 3.
‘ - Proportiom Correct .63 .6l .79 .60 .66 .73
e Delta 11.69 11.87 9.80 -12.09 1135 10.49
10 4 687.51 Percentage Devistion 4.12 3.15 1}.98 -1.36- -0.59  15.10
., Proportion Correct .81 .80 .91 .69 265 .94
Delta _9.45 9.57 7.65 11.02 1.5 6.93
.~ N ¢ ’ \
* ¥ -
2
O - ) '} ] 1 (V4 8
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¢ Chi-Square . . !
ltem No. Rank-Order w Chi-Square Chinese 1  Chinese 2 Spanish _Japanese Arabic  African - Germsnic
.,u ., T 480.67 _ Percintage Deviation 12.23 9.10 -25,28 16.53 -6.35 21.50
Proportion Correct .78 .75 .54 74 .57 .87
< - ) Delta t 9,97 10,28 12.59 10.39 12.31 8.52
12’ . 2 773.45 Percentage Deviation 12,78 11,45 19.67 0.92  -11.75 15.33
, Proportion Correct .75 .73 .81 .61 .50 .79
. Delta ‘ 10.36 10.49 9.47 11.90 13.01 " 9.83
B 13 . 18 314.35 Peccentage Deviation 4,26 6.25 7.04 -6.29 5.39  -39.84
. ‘ .Proportion Correct N ) *.76 .79 »60 .63 45
N . Deltas . 10.38 ,10.23 9.79 11.98  "11.70 13.55
.o . o . L ¥
Ty 53 97.29 Percentage Deviation -0.63 -2.28 1.81 2.06 :"3.36 =, -1.38
Proportion Correct .78 .76 .83 8! .67 .80
: . *Delta 9.95 10.14 9.14  Y10.77 11.28 . 9.58
C1s . 29 230.72 Percentage Deviation -6.37 -3.82 2.06 21,02 -13,44 " 8.10
. R Proportion Corrsct .70 - .72 ".81 279 ¢ .51 .85
“ . .Delta 10.89 10.70 9.54 9.8, 12.88 8,84
6 9 487.21 Percentage Deviation -3.51 . -1.78 1,27 -37.15 21.25  49.00
R ' . Proportion Correct - .57 .58 .65 31 .54 .94
v ¢ , Delta 12.30 12122 11,41 16.96 12.64 6.78
T 354.39 - g Perceatage Deviation -6.49 -10.35 4.21  -26.78 17.13  26.54
, Proportion Correct .62 .59 .74 .41 '.59 .89
. Delta ' 11.80 12.10 10,40 13.89 . 12,08 8.17
- 18 27, '235.65 ° Percentage Deviation 2.40 6.28 5.40  -12,49 -22.36 32,08
y - <. Proportion Correct .62 .64 .70 .45 .35 .86
*- Delta 9 11,77 11.55 10.92 13.52 16,50 .  8.76
-~ L € »
19 14 364,97 'Percentage Deviation -21.80  -17.23 -1.16  27.6F-  19.42  -50,95
- ! Proportion Correct .34 .35 .48 . 49 .43 .22
b Delta 14.68 14.49 13.16 13.11 13.70  16.02
N B »
20 25 245,79 Percentage Deviation -5.43 "\)-3.21 3.44 21.94. 10.76  -29.386,
’ Proportion Correct .55 .55 .65 .60 $ 50 .43
Delta _ 12.54 12.46 11.47 11.95 13,05 13,68
\‘1 } —\) . . !“ “ 1
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" Chi-Square . . . -
Jtem No. Rank-Order Chi-Square \ Chinese 1 Chinese.2 Spanish Japanese Arabic African Gemmanic
21 1 1039.50 “~.  Percentage Deviation -17.31 -19.18 63.45 -21.77 5.51°  42.61 ~31,57
Proportion Correct .41 .40 + .89 .34 41 .75 Ny
4 Delta 13.91 16.02 8.07 . .70 13.87 10.27 , 13,65
N - D N
22 3 735.78 Pexcentage Deviation ., ~24.02 -24.25 27.32 °  -0.78 -17.34 31.29 13.96 &
. Proportion’ Correct Y .46 .85 .52 .39 .86 .89
. Delta 13.32 13.35 8.77 12,82 14.16 8.64 8.01 ¢
23 8 490.77 . Percentage Deviation : 6.49 10.28 »46.85 19.00 =-23.36 27.14 18.91
Proportion Correct .50 .52 . .28 49~ .29 .64 T2y
i . Delta o 12.97 12.84 , 15.39 13,13 15,25°  11.60 10. 687
S 2k 7 544.43 - Percentage Deviation ' 32.19 26.07 -34.32 7097 -13.30 22.41 -22.60) . -
. Proportion Correct .63 .60 .34 44 30 .62 &8¢ .
Delta . i1.67 11.99 . 14.61 13.65  14.96  11.74 13.35-
. B P d N
25 12 387.3T Percentage Deviation -7.14 -5.28 33.70 7 25.49 20,92 38,27 -39.36
: Proportion Correct .33 .33 527 -.40 .24 .52 .27
o Delta . 14.78 14.73 12.76 , 14.00 15.81 12.83 15.41
‘\
_ 26 17 344,92 Percentage Deviation 16.03 15.85 36.78 -21.71\ 7.80 52,31 -27.72
Proportion Corresgt .40 .40 .53 .24 1\ «32 .18 .33
. Delta 13.96 14.00 12.71 15.77  14.90 16.72 ~  14.80
27 33 185,35 Percentage Deviation 11.07 19.09 4.26 9.11 <-10.46 -51.68 -8.04
Proportion Correct .39 .42 .40 .34 .26 .8 o .40 -3
Delta - 14.12 13.85 14,04 14,63  15.55 16,69 . 13.99
28 ~ 15 359.86 Percantage Deviation -1.54 ‘1.21 -43.38 15.32 2.67 -4.84 27.00
Profigrtion Correct .33 .33 23 ; .31 .24 .35 .65
: Delta 16.77 16.71 16.01 16.97  15.78 14,54 41.43
29 13 T 370.48 ~Parcentage Deviation 0.77 213.72 -6.46 -33.78  19.91  112.26 -13.88 »
Proportion Correct .19 .16 .43 11 .18 46 .29
. Delta 16,45 16.92 15.90 18.01  16.72 13.39 15.25
. 30 42 167.51 Percentage Deviation -21.95 -18.11 39.37 5.52 -14.01 -9,13 4.17
Proportion Correct .20 .21 .41 .24 .19 .25 .37
. Delta 16.37 16.26 18.87 15.81 16,56 ' 15.70 14.29
. ‘, . .
. .
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Arabic African Germanic”

v
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Chi-Square .
Item Wo. Rank-Order Chi-Square < Chinese 1 Chinese 2 Spanish  Japanese
- :f M
k) > 60 69.20 Pexcentage Deviation 4.31 0.53 ~0.29 0.38 0.96 -3.06
Proportion Correct .95 .95 .95 .93 .92 .93
. Delta 6.31 6.27 6.32 7.11 7.1, 1713
. \ . N \, "s
2 | 50 108.96 * Pércentage Deviation  ° -1.24 -2.48 -2.19 5.71 -1,30°  -1.32°
R - Proportiod Correct +90 .88 +90 .91 .82 B |
o Delta - . 7.93 8.23 7.82 7.65 9.36 7.56
33 © 49 116.12 Percentagéd Deviation ~5.02 ~2.07 0.06 4,19 -1.21 1.86
Proportion Correct ., ., .84 86 .90 .87 .79 .92
Delta - 9.07 8.65 7.82 8.59 9,79 7.44
34 5 614.62 Percentage Deviation 4.08 3.85 -27.34 7.78 ° 5.27 10.32
, , Proportion Corrsct .85 .85 .61 .82 ~ .77 .93
Delta 8.80 8.8¢ 11.85 9.33 10.12 7.13
e Q. . -
35 . 56 80.70 Percentage tion . 0.18 1.26 -1.00 2.81 -2.94 -3.91
o mnm Correct »90 .91 .91 .88 .80 .88
.. s 1.1 7.60 7.70 8.36 9.67 8.21
3% 21 259.22 Percentage Deviation 13.68 11.59 -7.48  -2.36 . f.89 12,39
_Preportion Correct .79 .77 .67 T .61 .60 .59
Dalta 9,81 10.02 11.22 11.86 ° 12,00 12.04
. - . e
YA , 58 72.01 - Percentags Deviation ~0.05 0.02 ~0.05 2.42 -3.21 -1.27
, . Proportion Correct .91 .90 .92 .86 .77 .92
. . Delta 7.72 7.717 7.34 8.66 10.00 7.44
- . (
< 38 52 101.09 Percentage Deviation 0.88 1.56 0.31 3.68 -7.1¢ -4.87
Proportion Correct .88 .88 .89 .82 .69 .85
Delts 8.40 8.33 8.03 9.31 11.00 8.84
39 47 124.49 Percen Deviation .5.95 3.3% ~7.48 1.16 5.34  -12,18
Correct Y .75 .70 .67 > .66
Delts ‘ 10.01 10.29 10,90 11.20 11, 11.34
40 34 184,75 Petcentage Deviation 0.08 -2.13 4.83 8.86 -13.25  -6.02
Proportion Correct .83 .81 +90 .80 .60 .81
Delta 9.22 9.51 7.91 9.57 12.08 9,51
- ‘ -
14 49
o v 1 '1 1
- ERIC .

¢

0,43
.97
| 5.49

2,26
.98
4.38

3.17
.98
4.68

3.30
.93
1.06

1.36
.97
5.55%

=7.84
74
10.46.

1.19

4 .98
4.68
2.07

.97

5.23

-1.37
.81
9.47

2.60
) .96
6.12
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' Chi-Square -7 : ~

Item Mo, Rank-Order Chi-Square Chinese 1 Chinese 2 Spanish Japanese Arabic African  Germanic
41 51 101.77 Percentage Deviation -1.36 . -0.88 2.4 2.3 -2.77  -4.03 1,90
. > Proportion Correct <« .82 .82 - .88 .76 .68 .83 .9
- Delta — ¢ 9.33 9.30 8.34 10.13 11.22 9,21 6,42
42 37 177.00 Parcentage Deviation ~6.05 -5.16 ~2.35 -10.3  5.29 13.5 10,09
Propprtion Correct .64 .64 .12 .52 .55 .82 .93
N ” Delta 11.55 11.52 _w.n2 12,78 12,52 ° 9,31 7.12
. 22 258,30 Percentage Deviation’ -9.96 41,67 -12.44 17,67 * 1331 - 10,9 4.8
, Proportion’ Cdrrect .55 ' . 54. voTL.59 . .59 N 1 73 .85
Delts . 12.50 . 12.63 12.08 12,14 13.16 10.54 8.84

€ t .

4 39 175.54 Percentage Devistion 3.23 6.98 -11,57 -5.95  -4.97 -26.84 /15.82
- Proportion Correct .39 .40 .40 .28 .25 .30, .68
Delta 14.16 14.06 16.07 15.39 15.72 15,09  11.14
4s 55 87.17 Percentage Deviation 6.58 6.47 1.87 9.32 -14,03  -7.02  0.78

- Proportion Correct ! .59 ,60 .63 .49 .38 - .56 72
X Delta 12.09 11.99 11.71 13.12 14.23 12.43  10.63
0‘6 45 138.21 Pgrcentage Deviation .~ = -18.05 -6.96 _  15.00 -10.82 6,99 -19.18  15.45
Proportion Correct T, 25 .28 41 .23 .26 .26 .51
Dglu 15275 15.36 13.93 15.96 ¥-69 15.54 12.90
47 . 31 203.78 Percentags Deviation 4.26 5.15 3.49 9,05  -24.46 27.47 6.74
Proportion Correct . .56 .56 .63 46 .27 Y .81
'\ . Delta 12.42 12.50 .73 13.40  15.51  13.78  9.56
T48 30 208,64 Percentage Deviation -18.62 «24,45 0.79 -1.59" 9.3 - 234l 16.48 -
J - Proportion Correct . .24 .23 .25 .26 .41 .54
- . Delta # 15.76 16.02 15.73 15.69 13.96  12.58
- 49 54 90.66 Percentege Deviation © 1,94 3.77 -6.17 2,36  -4.09  4.00
Proportion Correct .73 74 .57 .53 .73 .92
Prita 10.60 10.48 12.38 12.88 10.59 7.43
. 50 24 249,17 Pezcentage Deviation -1.57 5.29 11.69 -7.62  =36.28  16.94
s 2?0“100 Correct .43 .46 .62 .32 .30 .75
ts 13,67 13.43 13.89 15.06 _ 15.08 10,33
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Chi-Squarg =~ T =~ -
Item Ko. Rank-Order v“il;kiquare ~£hinese 1 Chinese 2 Spanish Japanese Arabic African
51 48 120.90 _ Percéntage Deviation - L09 3.04 -11.91 430 -2.82 518
Proportion Correct .67 .68 .63 .59 49 .74
Delta 11,29 11.18 .70  12.18 13.26  10.44
52 - 28 234.40 Percentage Deviation 8.27 . 5.39 -2.92 7.9  -21.67 -21.31
. ) Proportion Correct .67 . .65 .67 .56 35 .53
a . . . Delta - 11.25 ¢ 11.49 11.28 12.50 14,65 12.76
53 40 L1766 Paxcentage Deviation 4.28 3.55 ~12.77+ 0 <}7.26 8.61 -2.18
. Proportion Correct 46 45 NN .30 o .48
S . ‘ Delta 13.40 13.48 13.50  15.21 - 14.85  13.25
54 I 31 ' 170.41 Percentage Deviation 8.23 7.87 -6.49 . -4.28 -6.57 -12.63
P ’ : Propgrtion Correct .73 .72 .69 .56 . .50 .63
. : Delta - 10.57 10.65 11.08 12.46 1318 11,72
- 3 159.63 Percentage Deviation 18.89 9.93 1490  -27.17 -0.29  -9.22
) Proportion Correct . .37 .34 - .42 .20 , +25 ) |
- L . Delts 14,36 14.68 13.90 1649 15.86  15.07
b4 -
- 56 57 72.26 _ Percentage Deviation *3.82 9.59 ° 20.77  -10.97° 7.88  -9.30
S °  Proportion Correct: .45 .47 .49 ] 40 .42
- “Delts . v - 13.52 13.30 13.25  lé.6h- 1421  13.83
57 32 . 195.50 Percentage Deviation -10.19 -4.9% 11.61  -26.40 15.35  -7.62
Y Proportion Correct 43 .46 .64 .30 42 49
. Delta 13.68  , 13.46 11.74 15.21 14,05 13.12
58 " 14620 . Percentage Deviation 5.91 .. 5.18 -6.42 4.09  -8.35  -9.26
< Proportion Correct .78 .78 .75, .12 .61 71
' Dalta 9.88 9.97 10.44 .74 12,09  10.85
—~ JV\ ) . )
59 26 241,32 Parcentage Deviation 8.72 9.15 -1.82 -14.75 . 0.38 -15.23
N ) Proportion Correct .81 .82° .82 j:;e .64 - .68
Delta . - 9.47 9.42 9.55  1£.27 - 11.77 11.16
60 35 183.18 Percentage Deviation -3.35. 2.67 6.93 0.14  -7.24 -73.59
Proportion Correct .64 >19.6§ 80 .61 =33 .54
Delta . 11.62 11.20 .o 9.87 12.06  ~12.95

12.62
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N . TOEFL Research%epgrts . SR -

The lwfomnnco of Native Speakers of English on the Test of English as a Foreign Language: Clark, John L.D. Report1. « ‘
4 November 1977. : '

Discusshs. the results o; the administration of TOEFL to native speakers of English just prior to their graduation frog . @
college-preparatory high school program. Total test score distributions were highly negatively skewed, reinforcing findings of
earlier studies that TOEFL is not psychometrically appropriate for discriminating among native speakers of English with \

respect to English language competence. :

An Eulua'ﬁon of Aiternative item Formats for Testing English as a Foreign Language: Pike, Lewis W. Report 2. June 1979.
B - ;g

Describes an extensive research. f ad from™972 to 1974 that was designed t8 explore’possibie changes in the for- '
mat and content OR.TOEFL. Ques tion, criterion selection, and content specifications were investigated. The
report includes the Besults of these fi and discusses the implications for TOEFL content specifications and intérnal ]

f structure. This study comri'buted to the restructuring o:lTOEFL beginning in 1976. - A o~ -

~

The Performance of Non-Native Speakers of English ort TOEFL and Verbal Aptitude Tests: Angeiis, Paul J.; Swinton, Spencer \
S.; and Cowell, William R. Report 3. Octobey 1978. .

+ Gives the results of a study In which 400 graduate and undergraduate applicants took TOEFL and either the GRE Verbal or the
SAT Verbal and the Tesat of Standard Written English (TSWE). Ingluded in the report.are comparative data on performance o v \
across tests and interpretive information on how combined test resuits might best be used in the admission process. i .

' 2 . s - * ! B ' :

. }1 An Exploration of Speaking Proficiency Measures in the TOEFL Comexr:yﬁ John L.D,, and Swinton, Spencer S. Report f ﬁ

: October 1879. K .. )

- . -

Descri a three-year study. involving the development and experimental administration of test formats and item types

. aimed at measuring the English-speaking proficiengy of n,onrga"ﬂv'e fpeakers. Factdr analysis and other techniques were used
to-mntig subsets of item forma.ts‘ar'»d individuaf items névihg satisfactory correlations with the Foreign Service Institute

«" . criterion interview administered to the test‘sub]ec . The results were grouped into a prototype “Test of Spoken English.”  *

. L] . - . . . ’
The Relatigaship between Scores on the Graduale Management Admission Test and the Test of English as-a Foreign
Language: Pbwers, Donald E. Report 5. December;; ‘

Summarizes Janalyse's indicati or of 8,000 nonnative speakers of English on TOEFL and GMAT. In addifion to 1_‘ . "
.. Somparisons,betw e and nonnafive kers, data are included shqwing performance}:y language background. A =
[ variety of anal p the basic differences in tfie two tests by showing 'exp_ected GMAT verbal scores for various levels® . ’
of TOEFL es. . . .
or Analysis of the Test of English as a Foreign Language for Sevefal Lenguau Groups: Powers, Donald E., and Swinton, .. -
Spencer S. Report 8. D_ege‘berweo. \ - ’ Lt . ’ * -,

Provides evidence from a set of explwétow analytical technigues that three ma'jor tactors underlie performance on TOEFL.
. * Some support is also found for concluding that these factors max\Tm intérpjf'gtgd differently for several language groups. The
‘report discusses implications for making inferences on TOERL &tiliscores %nd considerations for future test de-

valopmont. .

The Test of Spoken Englis“s a'Measure of CogffmuniCWtive Abifity.in Eng‘lishMédium Instructional Settings: Clark, John x U
LD.. and Swinton, Spencer S. Repoft 7. December.1960. . L » K

' Pregents the results of a study that examined thé performange of foreign teacHing assistants on the Test of Spoken English in
relation to their classroom performance as judged by students, Also includes, for purposes of comparison, data shoWwing per-
formance of the same groups of teaching assistants on the Foreigh Service oral interview and©n TOEFL Based on the

.analyses conducted in the study, TSE is shown to be a vaiid predictor of fanguage abilities for nonnative English-speaking
. graduate teaching assistants. ' ..
4

’

- . -

‘Effects of Ijem Disclosure o'OEFLPerfocmaincc: Hale, Gordon A.; Angelis, Paul J.; and Thibodeau, Lawrence A. Report8. - ‘ .
pl)o‘cemborwa!z.o * - : e .
Reports the findings of a study designed to examine the eftects of performance on tom subset of items have been >
disciosed prior to an administtation. Based on data from 16 intensive English training programs, the results indicate signifi-
cant increr:xi in performance in proportiqn to the number gf items made gvalhble to students. Detaifs are providéd showing

It . :

separate s by lanfuage group and by itemtypeds,
o A

. I . .
Ifem Performance Accoss Native Language Groups on tha Test of English as a Foreign Lxguago: Alaorman, Donald L., and .
. Holland, Paul W. Bepor{9. August 1061 - A

Bamines the pdrformance of different native language groups on TOEFL items. Based on thé item responses of seveh
ms, the analyses for test examiness with comparable scores show slgnlflcpntdlﬂmnces in .

ng to their respactive native languages. Specialists in English as a secqnd’language analyzed /7

point of view of similarities and.dissimilarities between the ex nees’ native language and the

"

0}

English language. uuog"impllcatlom for the mto?:routlon and examination of item performance by groups.
. » ”
. . For further informatlon about any of the TOEFL l}as«'rch 8, write to TOEFL Program Office, Box 899, PNeton, NJ
@ D0641,USA. . ' < ® .
: - . Yo : “. ~
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